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Rules  and  Regulations 


Title  7— AGRICULTURE 

Chapter  I — Agricultural  Marketing 
Service  (Standards,  Inspections,  and 
Marketing  Practices),-  Department 
of  Agriculture 

PART  52— PROCESSED  FRUITS  AND 
VEGETABLES,  PROCESSED  PROD¬ 
UCTS  THEREOF,  AND  CERTAIN 
OTHER  PROCESSED  FOOD  PROD¬ 
UCTS 

Subpart — United  States  Standards  for 
Grades  of  Tomato  Sauce  1 

Product  Description 

Pursuant  to  the  authority  contained 
in  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of 
1946  (secs.  202-208,  60  Stat.  1087,  as 
amended;  7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  the 
United  States  Standards  for  Grades  of 
Tomato  Sauce  (§§  52.2371  to  57.2381) 
are  hereby  amended  by  eliminating  the 
maximum  refractive  index  requirement 
in  §  52.2371  Product  description. 

As  hereby  amended,  5  52.2371,  Product 
description,  is  set  forth  below. 

§  52.2371  Product  description. 

Tomato  sauce  is  the  concentrated 
product  prepared  from  the  liquid  ex¬ 
tracted  from  mature,  sound,  whole 
tomatoes,  the  sound  residue  from  pre¬ 
paring  such  tomatoes  for  canning,  or 
the  residue  from  partial  extraction  of 
juice,  or  any  combination  of  these  ingre¬ 
dients,  to  which  is  added  salt  and  spices 
and  to  which  may  be  added  one  or  more 
nutritive  sweetening  ingredients,  a  vine¬ 
gar  or  vinegars,  and  onion,  garlic,  or 
other  vegetable  flavoring  ingredients. 
The  refractive  index  of  the  tomato  sauce 
at  20  degrees  centigrade  is  not  less  than 
1.3461. 

Notice  of  proposed  rule  making,  public 
procedure  thereon,  and  the  postpone¬ 
ment  of  the  effective  date  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  for  30  days,  or  any  lesser  period, 
after  publication  thereof  in  the  Federal 
Register  (5  U.S.C.  1001-1011)  are  un¬ 
necessary  and  contrary  to  the  public 
interest  in  that: 

(1)  This  action  permits  products  of 
higher  solids,  without  depreciating  qual¬ 
ity,  to  be  covered  by  the  standards; 

(2)  No  special  preparation  or  special 
machinery  is  necessary  in  order  to  pro¬ 
duce,  vend,  handle  or  use  the  product; 
and 

(3)  The  amendment  is  found  to  be  in 
the  best  interest  of  producers  and  con¬ 
sumers  of  the  product. 


1  Compliance  with  the  provisions  of  these 
standards  shall  not  excuse  failure  to  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Food, 
Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  or  with  applicable 
state  laws  and  regulations. 


Dated:  October  17,  1960,  to  become 
effective  upon  publication  in  the  Federal 
Register. 

Roy  W.  Lennartson, 
Deputy  Administrator, 
Marketing  Services. 

[F.R.  Doc.  60-9898;  Filed.  Oct.  20.  1960; 
8:49  a.m.] 


Title  14— AERONAUTICS  AND 
SPACE 

Chapter  111 — Federal  Aviation  Agency 

SUBCHAPTER  E— AIR  NAVIGATION 
REGULATIONS 

[Airspace  Docket  No.  60-WA-163] 

PART  600— DESIGNATION  OF 
FEDERAL  AIRWAYS 

Modification 

On  August  6, 1960,  a  notice  of  proposed 
rule  making  was  published  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register  (25  PE.  7464)  stating  that 
the  Federal  Aviation  Agency  proposed 
to  modify  VOR  Federal  airway  No.  35 
between  St.  Petersburg,  Fla.,  and  Cross 
City,  Fla.,  and  VOR  Federal  airway  No. 
97  between  St.  Petersburg  and  the  Scal¬ 
lop  Intersection. 

No  adverse  comments  were  received 
regarding  the  proposed  amendments. 

Since  this  action  involves  the  designa¬ 
tion  of  navigable  airspace  outside  of  the 
United  States,  the  Administrator  has 
consulted  with  the  Secretary  of  State 
and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  Executive 
Order  No.  10854  and  has  obtained  their 
concurrence  thereto. 

Interested  persons  have  been  afforded 
an  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
making  of  the  rules  herein  adopted,  and 
due  consideration  has  been  given  to  all 
relevant  matter  presented. 

The  substance  of  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ments  having  been  published,  therefore, 
pursuant  to  the  authority  delegated  to 
me  by  the  Administrator  (24  Fit.  4530) 
and  for  the  reasons  stated  in  the  notice, 
the  following  actions  are  taken: 

1.  In  the  text  of  §  600.6035  (14  CFR 
600.6035;  25  FJR.  583)  “and  also  a  west 
alternate  from  the  St.  Petersburg  VOR 
to  the  Cross  City  VOR  via  the  INT  of  the 
St.  Petersburg  VOR  335°  and  the  Cross 
City  VOR  185°  radials;”  is  deleted  and 
“and  also  a  W  alternate  from  the  St. 
Petersburg  VORTAC  to  the  Cross  City 
VOR  via  the  INT  of  the  St.  Petersburg 
VORTAC  320°  True  and  the  Cross  City 
VOR  185°  True  radials,  excluding  the 
portion  below  2,000  feet  MSL  outside  of 
the  United  States;”  is  substituted  there¬ 
for. 

2.  In  the  text  of  §  600.6097  (14  CFR 
600.6097;  25  FR.  857,  3316,  4348,  4643) 


“St.  Petersburg,  Fla.,  omnirange  station; 
Tallahassee,  Fla.,  omnirange  station,  in¬ 
cluding  an  east  alternate  from  the  St. 
Petersburg  omnirange  station  to  the 
Tallahassee  omnirange  station  via  the 
point  of  intersection  of  the  St.  Peters¬ 
burg  omnirange  335°  with  the  Cross  City 
omnirange  207°  radials;  the  Cross  City, 
Fla.,  omnirange  station  and  the  inter¬ 
section  of  the  Cross  City  omnirange 
316°  with  the  Tallahassee  132°  radials;” 
is  deleted  and  “St.  Petersburg,  Fla., 
VORTAC;  Tallahassee,  Fla.,  VORTAC, 
including  an  E  alternate  from  the  INT 
of  the  St.  Petersburg  VORTAC  335°  True 
and  the  Cross  City,  Fla.,  VOR  207°  True 
radials  to  the  Tallahassee  VORTAC  via 
the  Cross  City  VOR,  and  the  INT  of  the 
Cross  City  VOR  316°  True  and  Tallahas¬ 
see  VORTAC  132°  True  radials,  and  also 
a  W  alternate  from  the  St.  Petersburg 
VORTAC  to  the  INT  of  the  St.  Peters¬ 
burg  VORTAC  335°  True  and  the  Cross 
City  VOR  207°  True  radials  via  the  INT 
of  the  St.  Petersburg  VORTAC  320° 
True  and  the  Cross  City  VOR  207*  True 
radials,  excluding  the  portion  below 
2.000  feet  MSL  outside  of  the  United 
States;”  is  substituted  therefor. 

These  amendments  shall  become  effec¬ 
tive  0001  e.s.t.  December  15,  1960. 

(Secs.  307(a),  1110,  7?  Stat.  749  and  800;  49 
UJS.C.  1348  and  1510,  and  Executive  Order 
10854,  24  F.R.  9565). 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  Octo¬ 
ber  14,  1960. 

George  S.  Cassady, 
Brig.  Gen.,  U.S.  Air  Force,  Act¬ 
ing  Director,  Bureau  of  Air 
Traffic  Management. 

[F.R.  Doc.  60-9873;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 

8:46  aon.]  - 


[  Airspace  Docket  No.  60-KC-37] 

PART  600— DESIGNATION  OF 
FEDERAL  AIRWAYS 

Modification 

On  August  6,  1960,  a  notice  of  pro¬ 
posed  rule  making  was  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  (25  F.R.  7465)  stating 
that  the  Federal  Aviation  Agency  pro¬ 
posed  to  modify  VOR  Federal  airway  No. 
138  between  Raymond,  Nebr.,  and  Neola, 
Iowa. 

No  adverse  comments  were  received 
regarding  the  proposed  amendment. 

Interested  persons  have  been  afforded 
an  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
making  of  the  rule  herein  adopted,  and 
due  consideration  has  been  given  to  all 
relevant  matter  presented. 

The  substance  of  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  having  been  published,  therefore, 
pursuant  to  the  authority  delegated  to 
me  by  the  Administrator  (24  PR.  4530). 
and  for  the  reasons  stated  in  the  notice, 
the  following  action  is  taken: 
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In  the  text  §  600.6138  (14  CPR  600.6138, 
25  FJR.  855)  “Neola,  Iowa,  (nnnirange 
station”  is  deleted  and  “INT  of  the  Ray¬ 
mond  VORTAC  040°  True  and  the  Neola 
VORTAC  251°  True  radials;  Neola, 
Iowa,  VORTAC;”  is  substituted  therefor. 

This  amendment  shall  become  effec¬ 
tive  0001  e.s.t.  December  15,  1960. 

(Sec.  307(a),  72  Stat.  749;  49  U.S.C.  1348) 

-  issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  Oc¬ 
tober  14, 1960. 

George  S.  Cassadt, 
Brig.  Gen.,  U.S.  Air  Force,  Act¬ 
ing  Director,  Bureau  of  Air 
Traffic  Management. 

(F.R.  Doc.  60-9875;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 
8:46  ajn.] 


[Airspace  Docket  No.  59-WA-294] 

PART  600— DESIGNATION  OF 
FEDERAL  AIRWAYS 

PART  601— DESIGNATION  OF  THE 
CONTINENTAL  CONTROL  AREA, 
CONTROL  AREAS,  CONTROL 
ZONES,  REPORTING  POINTS,  AND 
POSITIVE  CONTROL  ROUTE  SEG¬ 
MENTS 

Modification  of  Federal  Airways  and 
Associated  Control  Areas 

On  April  9,  1960,  a  Notice  of  Proposed 
Rule  Making  was  published  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register  (25  FR.  3086)  stating  that 
the  Federal  Aviation  Agency  was  con¬ 
sidering  an  amendment  to  §§  600.6013, 
600.6074  and  601.6074  of  the  regulations 
of  the  Administrator,  which  would  mod¬ 
ify  VOR  Federal  airways  Nos.  13  and  74. 

As  stated  in  the  notice,  Victor  13  ex¬ 
tends,  in  part,  from  Shreveport,  La.,  to 
Texarkana,  Ark.,  and  from  Fort  Smith, 
Ark.,  to  Fayetteville,  Ark.  Victor  74  ex¬ 
tends,  in  part,  from  Fort  Smith  to  Little 
Rock,  Ark.  The  Federal  Aviation  Agency 
is  proposing  to  extend  Victor  13  from  the 
Texarkana  VOR  to  the  Fort  Smith  VOR 
via  the  Page,  Okla.,  VOR  and  designate  a 
west  alternate  between  the  Page  VOR 
and  the  Fort  Smith  VOR.  This  would 
provide  a  VOR  airway  between  Tex¬ 
arkana  and  Fort  Smith  and  an  alternate 
between  Page  and  Port  Smith  and  con¬ 
tinuity  of  Victor  13  from  Houston,  Tex., 
to  Duluth,  Minn.  In  addition,  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  realign  Victor  74  from  the  Fort 
Smith  VOR  direct  to  the  Little  Rock  VOR 
and  designate  a  north  alternate  between 
these  points.  These  modifications  to 
Victor  74  would  provide  a  direct  and  an 
alternate  airway  between  Fort  Smith  and 
Little  Rock. 

Although  the  notice  stated  that  a 
standard  west  alternate  to  Victor  13 
would  be  designated  between  the  Page 
VOR  and  the  Fort  Smith  VOR,  this  does 
not  provide  sufficient  lateral  separation 
between  the  center  line  of  this  alternate 
and  the  Fort  Chaffee,  Ark.,  Restricted 
Area  (R-215A).  In  order  to  provide  a 
minimum  of  3  miles  between  the  center 
line  of  this  alternate  and  R-215A,  the 
alternate  is  being  designated  via  the 


intersection  of  the  Page  VOR  007*  True 
and  the  Fort  Smith  VORTAC  222*  True 
radials. 

Comments  were  received  from  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army  and  the  Air 
Transport  Association  of  America.  The 
Army  requested  that  the  Federal  Avia¬ 
tion  Agency  reconsider  the  actions  pro¬ 
posed  herein.  They  pointed  out  that 
both  Victor  13  and  Victor  74,  as  pro¬ 
posed  herein,  would  overlie  portions  of 
the  Fort  Chaffee,  Ark.,  Restricted  Area 
(R-215)  which  would  constitute  a  haz¬ 
ard  to  aircraft.  It  was  noted  by  the 
Army  that  the  proposed  direct  route  of 
Victor  74  would  cut  off  only  2  miles  over 
the  present  alignment  and  this  distance 
converted  into  flying  time,  for  a  DC-3 
aircraft,  represents  about  48  seconds  in 
time  saved.  The  Army  recommended: 

(a)  If  R-215  is  to  remain  status  quo, 
Victor  13  and  74  not  be  approved  until 
radar  is  installed  at  Fort  Smith  for  mon¬ 
itoring  arriving  and  departing  air  traffic. 

(b)  If  the  proposal  of  the  Fourth 
Army  to  designate  R-215  as  a  temporary 
restricted  area  is  accepted,  that  only  the 
alternate  to  Victors  13  and  74  be  used 
during  periods  of  use  of  R-215. 

(c)  If  this  docket  is  approved,  aero¬ 
nautical  charts  have  a  notation  which 
states,  in  essence:  “Prior  ATC  approval 
required  for  V-13,  from  Page  VOR  direct 
to  Port  Smith  VOR,  and  V-74,  Fort 
Smith  VOR  direct  to  Little  Rock  VOR.” 

The  Army  further  stated  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  routes  do  not  seem  to  be  advan¬ 
tageous  in  any  manner,  except  maybe 
to  save  a  matter  of  one  half  minute  fly¬ 
ing  time,  which  might  not  be  gained  due 
to  climbs  to  higher  altitudes  required 
by  the  higher  terrain  on  the  proposed 
direct  course. 

The  Federal  Aviation  Agency  recog¬ 
nizes  that  Victors  13  and  74  will  pene¬ 
trate  the  area  formerly  encompassed  by 
R-215.  However,  in  Airspace  Docket 
No.  59-FW-26  (25  FJt.  5926) ,  R-215  was 
revoked  and  the  area  was  divided  into 
two  separate  restricted  areas  designated 
as  R-215A  and  R-215B.  R-215A  is  des¬ 
ignated  from  the  surface  to  6,000  feet 
MSL  and  R^215B  from  the  surface  to 
26,000  feet  MSL.  The  time  of  designa¬ 
tion  of  both  215A  and  215B  is  from  0500 
to  2200  hours  local  time,  Monday  through 
Saturday,  July  1  through  August  31  and 
from  0500  to  1800  hours  local  time,  Sat¬ 
urday  and  Sunday,  September  1  through 
June  30.  The  Federal  Aviation  Agency 
is  designated  as  the  controlling  agency 
of  both  areas.  When  R-215A  is  in  use, 
air  traffic  on  Victor  13  can  proceed  above 
its  designated  altitudes  or  via  the  west 
alternate.  When  R^215B  is  in  use,  air 
traffic  on  Victor  74  can  proceed  via  the 
north  alternate  to  avoid  this  area.  The 
purpose  of  the  direct  routes  from  Fort 
Smith  to  Little  Rock  and  from  Page  to 
Fort  Smith  is  not  primarily  to  save  time 
or  distance  but,  as  stated  in  the  Notice, 
to  provide  a  main  airway  with  an  alter¬ 
nate  which  will  provide  a  means  of  sep¬ 
arating  climbing  or  descending  aircraft 
from  aircraft  operating  on  the  main  air¬ 
way.  In  view  of  the  above,  the  Federal 
Aviation  Agency  does  not  believe  that  the 
designation  of  these  airway  segments  will 


interfere  with  operations  being  con¬ 
ducted  in  R-215A  and  R-215B.  The  re¬ 
quirement  of  a  notation  on  aeronautical 
charts  stating  that  ATC  approval  is  re¬ 
quired  for  these  segments  of  Victors  13 
and  74,  as  requested  by  the  Army,  is  un¬ 
necessary  since  §  60.13(b)  of  the  Civil 
Air  Regulations  states  “No  person  shall 
operate  an  aircraft  within  a  restricted 
area  contrary  to  the  restrictions  imposed 
unless  prior  permission  has  been  ob¬ 
tained  from  Appropriate  authority.” 

The  Air  Transport  Association  en¬ 
dorsed  the  realignment  of  Victor  74  and 
did  not  object  to  the  extension  of  Victor 
13.  However,  ATA  strongly  recom¬ 
mended  the  designation  of  a  direct  air¬ 
way  between  Texarkana  and  Fort  Smith. 
This  action  is  proposed  in  Airspace 
Docket  No.  60-FW-55  which  was  pub¬ 
lished  as  a  notice  of  proposed  rule  mak¬ 
ing  on  August  18,  1960  (25  F.R.  8002). 

No  other  comments  were  received  re¬ 
garding  the  proposed  amendments. 

Interested  persons  have  been  afforded 
an  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
making  of  the  rules  herein  adopted,  and 
due  consideration  has  been  given  to  all 
relevant  matter  presented. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  and 
pursuant  to  the  authority  delegated  to 
me  by  the  Administrator  (24  F.R.  4530), 
the  following  actions  are  taken: 

1.  In  the  text  of  §  600.6013  (14  CFR 
600.6013;  25F.R.855)  “to  the  Texarkana, 
Ark.,  VOR,  including  a  west  alternate 
via  the  INT  of  the  Shreveport  VOR  275° 
and  the  Texarkana  VOR  184°  radials. 
From  the  Fort  Smith,  Ark.,  VOR  via  the 
Fayetteville,  Ark.,  VOR;”  is  deleted  and 
“Texarkana,  Ark.,  VORTAC,  including 
a  W  alternate  via  the  INT  of  the  Shreve¬ 
port  VORTAC  275°  True  and  the  Tex¬ 
arkana  VORTAC  184°  True  radials; 
Page,  Okla.,  VOR;  Fort  Smith,  Ark., 
VORTAC,  including  a  W  alternate  via 
the  INT  of  the  Page  VOR  007°  True  and 
the  Fort  Smith  VORTAC  222°  True 
radials;  Fayetteville,  Ark.,  VOR;”  is  sub¬ 
stituted  therefor. 

2.  In  the  text  of  §  600.6074  (14  CFR 
600.6074;  25  F.R.  4276)  “intersection  of 
the  Fort  Smith  omnirange  098°  and  the 
Little  Rock  omnirange  302°  radials;  Lit¬ 
tle  Rock,  Ark.,  omnirange  station;”  is 
deleted  and  “Little  Rock,  Ark.,  VORTAC, 
including  a  N  alternate;”  is  substituted 
therefor. 

3.  In  the  text  of  §  601.6074  (14  CFR 
601.6074)  “All  of  VOR  Federal  airway 
No.  74  including  a  north  and  a  south 
alternate.”  is  deleted  and  “All  of  VOR 
Federal  airway  No.  74  including  N  al¬ 
ternates  and  a  S  alternate.”  is  substi¬ 
tuted  therefor. 

These  amendments  shall  become  ef¬ 
fective  0001  e.s.t.,  January  12,  1961. 

(Sec.  307(a),  72  Stat.  749;  49  U.S.C.  1348) 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  Octo¬ 
ber  14,  1960. 

George  S.  Cassady, 
Brig.  Gen.,  U.S.  Air  Force,  Act¬ 
ing  Director  of  Air  Traffic 
Management. 

[F.R.  Doc.  60-9872;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 

8:46  a.m.[ 


Friday ,  October  21,  1960 

[Airspace  Docket  No.  59-LA-47] 

PART  600— DESIGNATION  OF 
FEDERAL  AIRWAYS 

PART  601— DESIGNATION  OF  THE 
CONTINENTAL  CONTROL  AREA, 
CONTROL  AREAS,  CONTROL 
ZONES,  REPORTING  POINTS,  AND 
POSITIVE  CONTROL  ROUTE  SEG¬ 
MENTS 

Modification,  Revocation  and  Desig¬ 
nation  of  Federal  Airways  and 
Associated  Control  Areas,  Control 
Area  Extensions  and  Reporting 
Points 

On  July  14,  1960,  a  notice  of  proposed 
rule  making  was  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  (25  F.R.  6649)  stating  that  the 
Federal  Aviation  Agency  proposed  the 
following  actions: 

1.  Modify  the  segment  of  VOR  Federal 
airway  No.  27  between  San  Luis  Obispo, 
Calif.,  and  Point  Reyes,  Calif. 

2.  Modify  the  segment  of  VOR  Federal 
airway  No.  25  between  Paso  Robles,  Calif., 
and  Point  Reyes. 

3.  Extend  VOR  Federal  airway  No.  230 
from  Salinas,  Calif.,  to  the  intersection 
of  the  Big  Sur,  Calif.,  VOR  325°  True 
and  the  Salinas  VOR  281*  True  radials. 

4.  Extend  VOR  Federal  airway  No.  Ill 
from  the  Salinas  VOR  to  the  Big  Sur 
VOR. 

5.  Revoke  the  segment  of  VOR  Federal 
airway  No.  137  and  its  associated  control 
areas  between  Salinas  and  Oakland, 
Calif. 

6.  Revoke  VOR  Federal  airway  No.  110 
and  its  associated  control  areas  in  its 
entirety. 

7.  Modify  the  segment  of  VOR  Federal 
airway  No.  6  between  the  Half  Moon  Bay, 
Calif.,  intersection  and  Oakland. 

8.  Modify  the  Monterey,  Calif.,  control 
area  extension. 

9.  Revoke  the  Oakland,  Calif.,  control 
area  extension. 

10.  Designate  a  control  area  extension 
at  San  Jose,  Calif. 

11.  Designate  the  following  Domestic 
VOR  reporting  points: 

Big  Sur,  Calif.,  VOR. 

Point  Ano  Intersection. 

Woodside.  Calif.,  VOR. 

12.  Redesignate  the  Stinson  Beach, 
Calif.,  Domestic  VOR  reporting  point. 

13.  Revoke  the  following  Domestic 
VOR  reporting  points: 

Benito,  Calif.,  Intersection. 

Campbell,  Calif.,  Intersection. 

Davenport,  Calif.,  Intersection. 

Mount  Hamilton,  Calif.,  Intersection. 
Saratoga,  Calif.,  Intersection. 

Subsequent  to  publication  of  the  no¬ 
tice,  the  Benito  and  Campbell  Intersec¬ 
tions  were  revoked  effective  September 
22,  1960  (25  F.R.  7489).  It  has  been  de¬ 
termined  that  Point  Ano  Intersection  is 
not  required  for  the  management  of  air 
traffic.  Therefore,  no  action  is  taken 
herein  on  these  Domestic  VOR  reporting 
points.  Although  not  mentioned  in  the 
notice,  the  Panoche,  Calif.,  VOR  has 
been  renamed  the  Los  Banos,  Calif., 
VOR.  Therefore,  §  601.7001  is  amended 
herein  to  reflect  this  name  change. 
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No  adverse  comments  were  received  re¬ 
garding  the  proposed  amendments. 

Since  these  actions  involve  the  desig¬ 
nation  of  navigable  airspace  outside  of 
the  United  States,  the  Administrator  has 
consulted  with  the  Secretary  of  State 
and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  provisions  of  Execu¬ 
tive  Order  10854,  has  obtained  their  con¬ 
currence  thereto. 

Interested  persons  have  been  afforded 
an  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
making  of  the  rules  herein  adopted,  and 
due  consideration  has  been  given  to  all 
relevant  matter  presented. 

The  substance  of  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ments  having  been  published  therefore, 
pursuant  to  the  authority  delegated  to 
me  by  the  Administrator  (24  F.R.  4530), 
the  following  actions  are  taken: 

1.  Section  600.6027  (14  CFR  600.6027, 
25  F.R.  108,  8248)  is  amended  to  read: 

§  600.6027  VOR  Federal  airway  No.  27 
(Los  Angeles,  Calif.,  to  Seattle, 
Wash.). 

From  the  Los  Angeles,  Calif.,  VOR  via 
the  I  NT  of  the  Los  Angeles  VOR  257* 
True  and  the  Oxnard  VOR  155°  True 
'radials;  Oxnard.  Calif.,  VOR;  INT  of  the 
Oxnard  VOR  303°  True  and  the  Fillmore, 
Calif.,  VORTAC  265*  True  radials;  INT 
of  the  Fillmore  VORTAC  265*  True  and 
the  Gaviota,  Calif.,  VOR  143*  True  radi¬ 
als;  Gaviota  VOR;  San  Luis  Obispo, 
Calif.,  VORTAC;  INT  of  the  San  Luis 
Obispo  VORTAC  308°  True  and  the  Big 
Sur,  Calif.,  VOR  157*  True  radials;  Big 
Sur  VOR;  INT  of  the  Big  Sur  VOR  325* 
True  and  the  Point  Reyes,  Calif.,  VOR 
161*  True  radials;  Point  Reyes  VOR; 
INT  of  the  Point  Reyes  VOR  352°  True 
and  the  Ukiah,  Calif.,  VOR  147*  True 
radials;  Ukiah  VOR;  Fortuna,  Calif., 
VOR;  Crescent  City.  Calif.,  VOR;  North 
Bend,  Oreg.,  VOR;  Newport,  Oreg.,  VOR; 
Hoquiam,  Wash.,  VOR;  to  the  Se'attle, 
Wash.,  VORTAC.  The  portions  of  this 
airway  that  coincide  with  the  Point 
Mugu  Restricted  Areas  (R-100)  and  (R- 
551),  the  Hunter-Liggett,  Calif.,  Re¬ 
stricted  Area  (R-285),  the  Tacoma, 
Wash.,  (McCord  AFB)  Restricted  Area/ 
Military  Climb  Corridor  (R-546),  the 
Point  Arguello,  Calif.,  Restricted  Area 
(R-531) ,  the  Point  Mugu  Warning  Area 
(W-289) ,  and  the  San  Francisco,  Calif., 
Warning  Area  (W-283)  are  excluded 
during  the  times  of  designation  of  these 
restricted  and  warning  areas. 

2.  Section  600.6025  (14  CFR  600.6025, 
25  F.R.  108,  3022)  is  amended  to  read: 

§  600.6025  VOR  Federal  airway  No.  25 
(San  Diego,  Calif.,  to  Ellensburg, 
Wash.). 

From  the  San  Diego-Lindbergh  Field, 
Calif.,  VOR  via  the  Los  Angeles,  Calif., 
VOR,  including  an  E  alternate  from  the 
San  Diego-Lindbergh  Field  VOR  to  the 
Los  Angeles  VOR  via  the  ENT  of  the  Long 
Beach.  Calif..  VORTAC  186*  True  radial 
and  the  Los  Angeles  VOR  direct  radial 
to  the  San  Diego-Lindbergh  Field  VOR, 
the  Long  Beach  VORTAC  and  the  INT 
of  the  Long  Beach  VOR  287*  True  and 
the  Los  Angeles  VOR  direct  radial  to  the 
San  Diego-Lindbergh  VOR;  INT  of  the 
Los  Angeles  VOR  257*  True  and  the 
Oxnard  VOR  155*  Ttue  radials;  Oxnard, 
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Calif.,  VOR;  Santa  Barbara.  Calif., 
VORTAC;  Paso  Robles,  Calif.,  VOR,  in¬ 
cluding  a  W  alternate  from  the  Santa 
Barbara  VORTAC  to  the  Paso  Robles 
VOR  via  the  Gaviota,  Calif.,  VOR  and 
the  San  Luis  Obispo,  Calif.,  VORTAC; 
INT  of  the  Paso  Robles  VOR  317*  True 
and  the  Salinas,  Calif.,  VORTAC  147* 
True  radials;  Salinas  VORTAC,  includ¬ 
ing  an  E  alternate  from  the  Paso  Robles 
VOR  to  the  Salinas  VORTAC  via  the  INT 
of  the  Paso  Robles  VOR  332*  True  and 
the  Salinas  VORTAC  131*  True  radials; 
INT  of  the  Salinas  VORTAC  310*  True 
and  the  Woodside,  Calif.,  VOR  158“  True 
radials;  Woodside  VOR;  San  Francisco, 
Calif.,  VOR;  INT  of  the  San  Francisco 
VOR  304*  True  and  the  Point  Reyes, 
Calif.,  VOR  161*  True  radials;  Point 
Reyes  VOR ;  INT  of  the  Point  Reyes  VOR 
352*  True  and  the  Ukiah,  Calif.,  VOR 
147*  True  radials;  Red  Bluff,  Calif., 
VORTAC;  INT  of  the  Red  Bluff  VORTAC 
015*  True  and  the  Klamath  Falls,  Oreg., 
VORTAC  181°  True  radials;  Klamath 
Falls  VORTAC;  Redmond,  Oreg.,  VOR; 
The  Dalles,  Oreg.,  VORTAC;  Yakima, 
Wash.,  VOR,  including  an  E  alternate 
via  the  INT  of  The  Dalles  VORTAC  032* 
True  and  the  Yakima  VOR  183“  True 
radials;  INT  of  the  Yakima  VOR  304“ 
True  and  the  Ellensburg  VORTAC  191* 
True  radials;  to  the  Ellensburg,  Wash., 
VORTAC.  The  portions  of  this  airway 
that  coincide  with  the  Camp  Roberts, 
Calif.,  Restricted  Area  (Rr-415),  the  Fort 
Ord,  Calif.,  Restricted  Area  (R-284), 
Point  Mugu,  Calif.,  Restricted  Areas 
(R-100)  and  (R-551),  Yakima,  Wash., 
Restricted  Area  (R±247),  and  the  Point 
Mugu,  Calif.,  Warning  Area  (W-289)  are 
excluded  during  the  time  of  designation 
of  these  warning  and  restricted  areas. 

3.  Section  600.6230  (25  F.R  2661)  is 
amended  to  read: 


§  600.6230  VOR  Federal  airway  No.  230 
(Salinas,  Calif.,  to  Fresno,  Calif.). 

From  the  INT  of  the  Big  Sur,  Calif., 
VOR  325*  True  and  the  Salinas.  Calif., 
VORTAC  281“  True  radials  via  the 
Salinas  VORTAC;  Los  Banos,  Calif., 
VOR;  ENT  of  the  Los  Banos  086°  True 
and  the  Fresno,  Calif.,  VOR  258*  True 
radials;  to  the  Fresno  VOR.  The  por-  - 
tions  of  this  airway  that  coincide  with 
the  Fort  Ord,  Calif.,  Restricted  Area 
(R-284)  and  the  San  Francisco,  Calif., 
Warning  Area  (W-283)  is  excluded  dur¬ 
ing  the  time  of  designation  of  these 
Warning  and  Restricted  Areas. 

4.  Section  600.6111  (14  CFR  600.6111) 
is  amended  to  read: 

§  600.6111  VOR  Federal  airway  No.  Ill 
(Big  Sur,  Calif.,  to  Los  Banos, 
Calif.). 

From  the  Big  Sur,  Calif.,  VOR  via  the 
Salinas,  Calif.,  VORTAC;  to  the  INT  of 
the  Salinas  VORTAC  041°  True  radial 
with  the  Los  Banos,  Calif.,  VOR  direct 
radial  to  the  Oakland,  Calif.,  VORTAC. 
The  portion  of  this  airway  that  coincides 
with  the  Fort  Ord,  Calif.,  Restricted 
Area  (R-284)  is  excluded  during  the 
Restricted  Area’s  time  of  designation. 

§  601.6111  [Amendment] 

5.  In  the  caption  of  S  601.6111  (14 
CFR  601.6111)  ‘‘(Salinas,  Calif.,  to  Los 
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Banos,  Calif.)”  is  deleted  and  “(Big 
Stir,  Cali/.,  to  Los  Banos,  Calif.)”  is 
substituted  therefor. 

§  600.6137  [Amendment] 

6.  In  §  600.6137  (14  CFR  600.6137), 
the  following  changes  are  made: 

(a)  In  the  caption  “(Thermal,  Calif., 
to  Point  Reyes,  Calif.)”  is  deleted  and 
“(Thermal,  Calif,  to  Salinas,  Calif.,  and 
Oakland,  Calif.,  to  Point  Reyes,  Calif.)” 
is  substituted  therefor. 

(b)  In  the  text  “Panoche,  Calif., 
VOR:  Salinas,  Calif.,  VOR;  Agnew, 
Calif.,  VOR;  Oakland,  Calif.,  VOR; 
Point  Reyes,  Calif.,  VOR;”  is  deleted 
and  “Los  Banos,  Calif.,  VOR  to  the 
Salinas,  Calif.,  VORTAC.  Prom  the 
Oakland,  Calif.,  VORTAC  via  the  Point 
Reyes,  Calif.,  VOR,”  is  substituted 
therefor. 

7.  Section  601.6027  (14  CPR  601.6027) 
is  amended  to  read; 

§  601.6027  VOR  Federal  airway  No.  27 
control  areas  (Los  Angeles,  Calif.,  to 
Seattle,  Wash.). 

All  of  VOR  Federal  airway  No.  27. 

§  601.6137  [Amendment] 

8.  In  the  caption  of  §  601.6137  (14 
CPR  601.6137)  “(Thermal,  Calif.,  to 
Point  Reyes,  Calif.)”  is  deleted  and 
“ (Thermal,  Calif.,  to  Salinas,  Calif.,  and 
Oakland.  Calif.,  to  Point  Reyes,  Calif.)” 
is  substituted  therefor. 

9.  In  Part  600  and  601  (14  CFR  600, 
601),  the  following  action  is  taken: 

§  600.6110  [Revocation] 

(a)  Section  600.6110  VOR  Federal  air¬ 
way  No.  110  (San  Francisco,  Calif.,  to 
Altamont,  Calif.)  is  revoked. 

§  601.6110  [Revocation] 

(b)  Section  601.6110  VOR  Federal  air¬ 
way  No.  110  control  areas  (San  Francisco, 
Calif.,  to  Altamont,  Calif.)  is  revoked. 

§  601.1165  [Revocation] 

<c)  Section  601.1165  Control  area  ex¬ 
tension  ( Oakland ,  Calif.)  is  revoked, 
(d)  Section  601.1221  is  added  to  read: 

§  601.1221  Control  area  extension  (San 
Jose,  Calif.). 

That  airspace  bounded  on  the  NE  by 
VOR  Federal  airway  No.  107,  on  the  SE 
by  VOR  Federal  airway  No.  Ill,  on  the 
S  by  VOR  Federal  airway  No.  230,  on 
the  SW  by  VOR  Federal  airway  No.  27 
and  on  the  NW  by  the  San  Fran¬ 
cisco  Calif.,  control  area  extension 
(5  601.1113). 

§  601.7001  [Amendment] 

•  10.  In  the  text  of  §  601.7001  (14  CFR 
601.7001) : 

(a)  “Davenport  Intersection:  The  in¬ 
tersection  of  the  Point  Reyes,  Calif., 
omnirange  155°  T,  the  Salinas,  Calif., 
omnirange  302°  T  and  the  Agnew,  Calif., 
omnirange  206°  T  radials.”  is  deleted. 

(b)  “Mount  Hamilton  INT:  The  INT 
of  the  Agnew,  Calif.,  VOR  097°  T  radial 
with  the  Oakland,  Calif.,  VOR  direct 
radial  to  the  Panoche,  Calif.,  VOR.”  is 
deleted. 

(c)  “Saratoga  Intersection:  The  in¬ 
tersection  of  the  San  Francisco.  Calif- 


omnirange  218°  True  and  the  Salinas, 
Calif.,  omnirange  319°  True  radials.”  is 
deleted 

(d)  “Panoche,  Calif.,  VOR.”  is  de¬ 
leted. 

(e)  “Los  Banos,  Calif.,  VOR.”  is  added. 

(f)  “Big  Sur,  Calif.,  VOR.”  is  added. 

(g)  “Woodside,  Calif.,  VOR.”  is  added. 

(h)  “Stinson  Beach  INT:  The  INT  of 
the  Point  Reyes,  Calif.,  VOR  155°  T  and 
the  Sausalito,  Calif.,  VOR  259°  T  radi¬ 
als.”  is  deleted  and  “Stinson  Beach  INT: 
INT  of  the  Point  Reyes,  Calif.,  VOR  161° 
True  and  the  San  Francisco,  Calif.,  VOR 
304°  True  radials.”  is  substituted  there¬ 
for. 

§  600.6006  [Amendment] 

11.  In  the  text  of  §  600.6006  (14  CFR 
600.6006,  25  F.R.  582,  5480,  6417)  “From 
the  INT  of  the  Oakland,  Calif.,  VORTAC 
221#  True  and  the  Salinas,  Calif., 
VORTAC  319°  True  radials”  is  deleted 
and  “From  the  INT  of  the  Oakland, 
Calif.,  VORTAC  221°  True  and  the  Point 
Reyes,  Calif.,  VOR  161°  True  radials”  is 
substituted  therefor. 

12.  Section  601.1193  (14  CFR  601.1193) 
is  amended  to  read : 

§601.1193  Control  area  extension 
(Monterey,  Calif.). 

The  area  bounded  on  the  N  by  VOR 
Federal  airway  No.  230,  on  the  E  by  VOR 
Federal  airway  No.  Ill,  on  the  S  by  a 
line  5  miles  south  of  and  parallel  to  the 
Salinas,  Calif.,  VORTAC  239°  True  ra¬ 
dial,  and  on  the  W  by  VOR  Federal  air¬ 
way  No.  27,  excluding  the  portion  which 
coincides  with  the  Fort  Ord,  Calif.,  Re¬ 
stricted  Area  (R-284). 

These  amendments  shall  become  effec¬ 
tive  0001  e.s.t.  December  15, 1960. 

(Sec.  307(a),  1110,  72  Stat.  749  and  800,  49 
U.S.C.  1348  and  1510,  and  Executive  Order 
10854,  24  FJR.  9565) 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  October 
14, 1960. 

George  S.  Cassady, 
Brig.  Gen.,  U.S.  Air  Force,  Act¬ 
ing  Direttor,  Bureau  of  Air 
Traffic  Management. 

[F.R.  Doc.  60-9876;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 

8:46  am.] 


[Airspace  Docket  No.  60-FW-53] 

PART  600— DESIGNATION  OF 
FEDERAL  AIRWAYS 

PART  601—  DESIGNATION  OF  THE 
CONTINENTAL  CONTROL  AREA, 
CONTROL  AREAS,  CONTROL 
ZONES,  REPORTING  POINTS,  AND 
POSITIVE  CONTROL  ROUTE  SEG¬ 
MENTS 

Revocation  of  Federal  Airway,  Asso¬ 
ciated  Control  Areas  and  Reporting 
Points 

On  August  11,  1960,  a  notice  of  pro¬ 
posed  rule  making  was  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  (25  F.R.  7653)  stating 
that  the  Federal  Aviation  Agency  pro¬ 
posed  to  revoke  in  its  entirety  Red  Fed¬ 
eral  airway  No.  59,  its  associated  control 
areas  and  reporting  points. 


No  adverse  comments  were  received 
regarding  the  proposed  amendments. 

Interested  persons  have  been  afforded 
an  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
making  of  the  rules  herein  adopted,  and 
due  consideration  has  been  given  to  all 
relevant  matter  presented. 

The  substance  of  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ments  having  been  published,  therefore, 
pursuant  to  the  authority  delegated  to 
me  by  the  Administrator  (24  F.R.  4530) 
and  for  the  reasons  stated  in  the  notice, 
the  following  actions  are  taken: 

1.  In  Part  600  (14  CFR  Part  600), 
§  600.259  Red  Federal  airway  No.  59 
(Gage,  Okla.,  to  Oklahoma  City,  Okla.) 
is  revoked. 

2.  In  Part  601  (14  CFR  601),  §  601.259 
Red  Federal  airway  No.  59  control  areas 
(Gage,  Okla.,  to  Oklahoma  City,  Okla.) 
is  revoked. 

3.  In  Part  601  (14  CFR 601),  §  601.4259 
Red  Federal  airway  No.  59  (Gage,  Okla., 
to  Oklahoma  City,  Okla.)  is  revoked. 

These  amendments  shall  become  ef¬ 
fective  0001  e.s.t.  December  15,  1960. 

(Sec.  307(a),  72  Stat.  749;  49  U.S.C.  1348) 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  Oc¬ 
tober  14, 1960. 

George  S.  Cassady, 
Brig.  Gen.,  U.S.  Air  Force,  Act¬ 
ing  Director,  Bureau  of  Air 
Traffic  Management. 

[F.R.  Doc.  60-9877;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 

8:46  a.m.] 

[Airspace Docket  No.  60-  FW-54] 

PART  600— DESIGNATION  OF 
FEDERAL  AIRWAYS 

PART  601—  DESIGNATION  OF  THE 
CONTINENTAL  CONTROL  AREA, 
CONTROL  AREAS,  CONTROL 
ZONES,  REPORTING  POINTS,  AND 
POSITIVE  CONTROL  ROUTE  SEG¬ 
MENTS 

Revocation  of  Federal  Airway,  Asso¬ 
ciated  Control  Areas  and  Reporting 
Points 

On  August  11,  1960,  a  Notice  of  Pro¬ 
posed  Rule  Making  was  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  (25  FJEl.  7653)  stating 
that  the  Federal  Aviation  Agency  pro¬ 
posed  to  revoke,  in  its  entirety,  Red  Fed¬ 
eral  airway  No.  24,  its  associated  control 
areas  and  reporting  points. 

No  adverse  comments  were  received 
regarding  the  proposed  amendments. 

Interested  persons  have  been  afforded 
an  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  mak¬ 
ing  of  the  rules  herein  adopted,  and  due 
consideration  has  been  given  to  all  rele¬ 
vant  matter  presented. 

The  substance  of  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ments  having  been  published,  therefore, 
pursuant  to  the  authority  delegated  to 
me  by  the  Administrator  (24  F.R.  4530) 
and  for  the  reasons  stated  in  the  notice. 
Parts  600  and  601  (14  CFR  Parts  600, 
601)  are  amended  as  follows: 

1.  Section  600.224  Red  Federal  airway 
No.  24  (Amarillo,  Tex.,  to  Oklahoma  City, 
Okla.)  is  revoked. 

2.  Section  601.224  Red  Federal  airway 
No.  24  control  areas  ( Amarillo ,  Tex.,  to 
Oklahoma  City,  Okla.)  is  revoked. 


Friday ,  October  21,  1960 

3.  Section  601.4224  Red  Federal  airway 
No.  24  ( Amarillo ,  Tex.,  to  Oklahoma  City, 
Okla.)  is  revoked. 

This  amendment  shall  become  effec¬ 
tive  0001  e.s.t.,  December  15,  1960. 

(Sec.  307(a),  72  Stat.  740;  49  U.S.C.  1348) 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  Octo¬ 
ber  14, 1960. 

George  S.  Cassady, 
Brig.  Gen.,  U.S.  Air  Force,  Act¬ 
ing  Director,  Bureau  of  Air 
,  Traffic  Management. 

[F.R.  Doc.  60-9878;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 
8:46  ajn.J 


[Airspace  Docket  No.  60-LA-3J 

PART  601  —DESIGNATION  OF  THE 
CONTINENTAL  CONTROL  AREA, 
CONTROL  AREAS,  CONTROL 
ZONES,  REPORTING  POINTS,  AND 
POSITIVE  CONTROL  ROUTE  SEG¬ 
MENTS 

Modification  of  Control  Area 
Extension 

On  June  18,  1960,  a  notice  of  proposed 
rule  making  was  published  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register  (25  F.R.  5539)  stating  that 
the  Federal  Aviation  Agency  proposed  to 
modify  the  Las  Vegas,  Nev.,  control  area 
extension  by  adding  an  extension  to  the 
southwest  of  Las  Vegas  and  by  revoking 
approximately  18  square  miles  of  the 
existing  extension  to  the  east  of  Las 
Vegas. 

No  adverse  comments  were  received  re¬ 
garding  the  proposed  amendment. 

Subsequent  to  publication  of  the  No¬ 
tice,  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force 
has  advised  that  the  low  frequency  range 
instrument  approach  is  being  revised  so 
that  it  will  be  more  compatible  with  the 
en  route  and  terminal  traffic  in  the  Las 
Vegas  area.  A  segment  of  this  procedure 
will  be  in  the  portion  of  the  control  area 
extension  the  Federal  Aviation  Agency 
proposed  to  revoke.  Therefore,  no  action 
is  taken  herein  to  revoke  the  area  east  of 
Las  Vegas  as  proposed.  However,  for 
reasons  of  clarity  and  simplification,  this 
area  to  the  east  is  being  redescribed 
herein.  Although  the  boundaries  are  be¬ 
ing  changed,  no  new  control  area  is 
being  designated. 

Interested  persons  have  been  afforded 
an  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
making  of  the  rule  herein  adopted,  and 
due  consideration  has  been  given  to  all 
relevant  matter  presented. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  and 
pursuant  to  the  authority  delegated  to 
me  by  the  Administrator  (24  PR.  4530) , 
§  601.1247  (14  CFR  601.1247)  is  amended 
to  read: 

§  601.1247  Control  area  extension  (Las 
Vegas,  Nev.). 

The  area  S  of  Las  Vegas,  Nev.,  bounded 
on  the  NE  by  VOR  Federal  airway  No. 
135,  on  the  SE  by  VOR  Federal  airway 
No.  245,  on  the  S  by  VOR  Federal  airway 
No.  210,  and  on  the  NW  by  VOR  Federal 
airway  No.  21;  the  area  SW  of  Las  Vegas 
bounded  on  the  N  by  VOR  Federal  air¬ 
way  No.  105,  on  the  SE  by  VOR  Federal 
airway  No.  8  N  alternate  and  on  the  SW 
by  the  Goffs,  Calif.,  VOR  323°  True 
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radial,  and  the  area  E  of  Las  Vegas 
bounded  on  the  N  by  VOR  Federal  air¬ 
way  No.  21  E  alternate,  on  the  E  by  VOR 
Federal  airway  No.  237  and  on  the  S  by 
VOR  Federal  airway  No.  105  E  alternate. 

This  amendment  shall  become  effective 
0001  es.t.,  December  15,  1960. 

(Sec.  307(a),  72  Stat.  749;  49  U.S.C.  1348). 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  Oc¬ 
tober  14,  1960. 

George  S.  Cassady, 
Brig.  Gen.,  US.  Air  Force,  Act¬ 
ing  Director,  Bureau  of  Air 
Traffic  Management. 

[F.R.  Doc.  60-9867;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 
8:45  a.m.] 


[Airspace  Docket  No.  60-FW-401 

PART  601— DESIGNATION  OF  THE 
CONTINENTAL  CONTROL  AREA, 
CONTROL  AREAS,  CONTROL 
ZONES,  REPORTING  POINTS,  AND 
POSITIVE  CONTROL  ROUTE  SEG¬ 
MENTS 

Modification  of  Control  Area 
Extension 

On  July  26,  1960,  a  notice  of  proposed 
rule  making  was  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  (25  F.R.  7079)  stating  that  the 
Federal  Aviation  Agency  proposed  to 
modify  the  Atlanta,  Ga.,  control  area 
extension. 

As  stated  in  the  notice,  the  Atlanta, 
Ga.,  control  area  extension  is  presently 
designated  within  a  50-mile  radius  of  the 
Atlanta  radio  range  station  including 
the  airspace  north  of  Atlanta  bounded 
on  the  west  by  VOR  Federal  airway  No. 
5,  on  the  north  by  VOR  Federal  airway 
No.  54  and  on  the  east  by  VOR  Federal 
airway  No.  97,  and  the  airspace  east  of 
Atlanta  bounded  on  the  northwest  by 
VOR  Federal  airway  No.  20,  on  the  east 
by  VOR  Federal  airway  No.  35  and  on 
the  south  by  VOR  Federal  airway  No.  18, 
including  the  airspace  southwest  of 
Atlanta  bounded  on  the  north  by  VOR 
Federal  airway  No.  18  and  on  the  west 
by  longitude  86°00'00"  W.,  and  on  the 
southeast  by  VOR  Federal  airway  No.  20. 
The  Federal  Aviation  Agency  is  modify¬ 
ing  the  Atlanta  control  area  extension  by 
enlarging  it  to  encompass  5  small  seg¬ 
ments  of  uncontrolled  airspace  between 
airways  northeast  of  Atlanta  including 
the  airspace  northeast  of  Toccoa,  Ga. 

The  Department  of  the  Air  Force  and 
Air  Transport  Association  of  America 
concurred  in  the  proposal.  The  Aircraft 
Owners  and  Pilots  Association  objected 
to  the  designation  of  the  control  area 
extension  at  a  distance  beyond  75  miles 
of  the  radar  site  and  recommended  that 
a  floor  of  1500  feet  beyond  a  ten  mile 
radius  of  the  Atlanta  Airport  be  estab-# 
lished  on  the  extension,  and  further 
raises  of  the  floor  be  made  beyond  a  25- 
mile  radius.  Until  such  time  as  provision 
may  be  made,  through  adoption  of  an 
appropriate  amendment  to  Civil  Air  Reg¬ 
ulations,  to  consider  the  stratification  of 
controlled  airspace,  designation  of  con¬ 
trol  area  must  be  in  accordance  with  Part 
601  of  the  Regulations  of  the  Adminis¬ 
trator.  The  Atlanta  Air  Route  Traffic 
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Control  Center  has  the  capability  to  con¬ 
trol  traffic  by  radar  in  this  particular 
area  beyond  75  miles.  Therefore,  the 
Agency  is  modifying  the  Atlanta  control 
area  extension  herein  as  proposed. 

No  other  comments  were  received  re¬ 
garding  the  proposed  amendment. 

Interested  persons  have  been  afforded 
an  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  mak¬ 
ing  of  the  rule  herein  adopted,  and  due 
consideration  has  been  given  to  all  rele¬ 
vant  matter  presented. 

The  substance  of  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  having  been  published,  therefore, 
pursuant  to  the  authority  delegated  to 
me  by  the  Administrator  (24  F.R.  4530) , 
§  601.1052  (14  CFR  601.1052)  is  amended 
to  read: 

§  601.1052  Control  area  extension  (At¬ 
lanta,  Ga.). 

Within  a  50-mile  radius  of  the  Atlanta 
RR.  including  the  airspace  N.  of  Atlanta 
bounded  on  the  W.  by  VOR  Federal  air¬ 
way  No.  5,  on  the  N.  by  VOR  Federal  air¬ 
way  No.  54  and  on  the  E.  by  VOR  Federal 
airway  No.  97;  including  the  airspace 
NE.  of  Atlanta  bounded  on  the  NW.  by 
VOR  Federal  airway  No.  222,  on  the  NE. 
by  the  Greenville,  S.C.,  control  area  ex¬ 
tension  (§  601.1014)  and  the  Greenwood, 
S.C.,  control  area  extension  (§  601.1010) 
on  the  SE.  by  a  line  parallel  to  and  5  miles 
NW.  of  the  063°  True  radial  of  the  Mc¬ 
Donough,  Ga.,  VOR;  including  the  air¬ 
space  NE.  of  Toccoa,  Ga.,  VOR  bounded 
on  the  N.  by  VOR  Federal  airway  No.  54, 
on  the  SE.  by  Victor  222  and  on  the  SW. 
by  a  line  5  miles  SW.  of  and  parallel  to 
the  315°  True  radial‘of  the  Greenwood, 
S.C.,  VOR;  and  including  the  airspace 
SW.  of  Atlanta  bounded  on  the  N.  by 
VOR  Federal  airway  No.  18,  on  the  W. 
by  longitude  86°00'00"  W.,  and  on  the 
SE.  by  VOR  Federal  airway  No.  20. 

This  amendment  shall  become  effec¬ 
tive  0001  e.s.t.  December  15,  1960. 

(Sec.  307(a),  72  Stat.  749;  49  UJS.C.  1348) 

Issued  in  Washington,  DC.,  on  Oc¬ 
tober  14,  1960. 

George  S.  Cassady, 
Brig.  Gen.,  US.  Air  Force,  Act¬ 
ing  Director,  Bureau  of  Air 
Traffic  Management, 

[PB.  Doc.  60-9868;  Filed.  Oct.  20,  1960; 

8:45  a.m.] 


[Airspace  Docket  No.  60-WA-70] 

PART  601— DESIGNATION  OF  THE 
CONTINENTAL  CONTROL  AREA, 
CONTROL  AREAS,  CONTROL 
ZONES,  REPORTING  POINTS,  AND 
POSITIVE  CONTROL  ROUTE  SEG¬ 
MENTS 

Modification  of  Control  Zone 

On  June  28.  1960,  a  notice  of  proposed 
rule  making  was  published  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register  (25  F.R.  5946)  stating  that 
the  Federal  Aviation  Agency  was  con¬ 
sidering  an  amendment  to  8  601.2293  of 
the  regulations  of  the  Administrator 
which  would  modify  the  Chicago,  IH., 
control  zone  at  Chicago-O'Hare  Inter¬ 
national  Airport. 

As  stated  in  the  notice,  the  Chicago, 
HI.,  control  zone  is  presently  designated 
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within  a  5 -mile  radius  of  the  Chicago- 
O’Hare  International  Airport  extending 
2  miles  either  side  of  the  O’Hare  ILS 
localizer  course  to  a  point  10  miles  north¬ 
west  of  the  O’Hare  outer  marker  and 
within  2  miles  either  side  of  the  332° 
radial  of  the  Chicago- O’Hare  VOR  ex¬ 
tending  from  the  VOR  to  a  point  12  miles 
northwest.  The  Federal  Aviation 
Agency  proposed  to  redesignate  the  con¬ 
trol  zone  within  a  6-mile  radius  of  the 
Chicago-O’Hare  International  Airport 
(latitude  41°59'10"  N.,  longitude  87°54' 
28"  W.),  within  two  miles  either  side  of 
the  Chicago-O’Hare  VOR  331°  True 
radial  extending  from  the  6-mile  radius 
zone  to  the  Arlington,  Ill.,  intersection 
(intersection  of  the  Northbrook,  Ill., 
VOR  195°  and  the  Chicago-O’Hare  VOR 
331°  True  radials) ,  and  within  two  miles 
either  side  of  the  Chicago-O’Hare  Run¬ 
way  14-R  ILS  localizer  course  extending 
from  the  6-mile  radius  zone  to  the  Run¬ 
way  14-R  ILS  outer  marker. 

The  Department  of  the  Air  Force,  the 
Air  Transport  Association  of  America 
and  the  Aircraft  Owners  and  Pilots  As¬ 
sociation  concurred  in  the  proposal. 
The  Department  of  the  Navy  stated  that 
redesignation  of  the  control  zone  as  pro¬ 
posed  would  reduce  the  area  in  which 
NAS  Glenview,  HI.,  tower  exercises  con¬ 
trol  over  VFR  traffic  and  would  possi¬ 
bly  jeopardize  the  Navy  training  pro¬ 
gram  at  Glenview.  The  Navy  suggested 
that  the  redesignation  of  the  O’Hare 
control  zone  exclude  thajt  portion  that 
would  further  infringe  upon  the  Glen¬ 
view  control  zone.  The  Federal  Avia¬ 
tion  Agency  concurs  with  the  Navy  sug¬ 
gestion  and  is  modifying  both  control 
zone  descriptions  herein  in  order  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  a  more  suitable  common  bound¬ 
ary  between  them.  Such  action  will  re¬ 
sult  in  the  Chicago-O’Hare  control  zone 
being  designated  within  a  6-mile  radius 
of  the  Chicago-O’Hare  International  Air¬ 
port  (latitude  41° 59' 10"  N.,  longitude 
87°54'28"  W.)t  within  2  miles  either 
side  of  the  Chicago-O’Hare  VOR  331° 
True  radial  extending  from  the  6 -mile 
radius  zone  to  the  Arlington  intersec¬ 
tion  (intersection  of  the  Northbrook 
VOR  195°  and  the  Chicago-O’Hare  VOR 
331°  True  radials)  and  within  2  miles 
either  side  of  the  Chicago-O’Hare  Run¬ 
way  14-R  ILS  localizer  course,  extending 
from  the  6-mile  radius  zone  to  the  Run¬ 
way  14-R  ILS  outer  marker,  excluding 
that  portion  northeast  of  a  line  betwen 
the  intersections  of  the  6 -mile  radius 
and  the  5-mile  radius  of  the  Glenview 
control  zone;  and  the  Glenview  control 
zone  being  designated  within  a  5 -mile 
radius  of  the  Glenview  Naval  Air  Station 
(latitude  42°05'21"  N„  longitude  87°49' 
07"  W.)f  within  2  miles  either  side  of 
the  northwest  course  of  the  Glenview 
radio  range  station  extending  from  the 
5-mile  radius  zone  to  a  point  12  miles 
northwest  of  the  radio  range  station,  and  ‘ 
within  2  miles  either  side  of  the  158° 
True  radial  of  the  Northbrook  VOR  ex¬ 
tending  from  the  Glenview  5 -mile  radius 
zone  and  the  Chicago-O’Hare  6-mile 
radius  zone  to  the  VOR,  excluding  that 
portion  which  overlies  the  Chicago- 
O’Hare  control  zone.  These  redesigna¬ 
tions  wall  not  encompass  any  additional 
airspace. 


No  other  comments  were  received  re¬ 
garding  the  proposed  amendment. 

Interested  persons  have  been  afforded 
an  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
making  of  the  rules  herein  adopted,  and 
due  consideration  has  been  given  to  all 
relevant  matter  presented. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  and 
pursuant  to  the  authority  delegated  to 
me  by  the  Administrator  (24  F.R.  4530) , 
the  following  actions  are  taken: 

1.  Section  601.2293  (14  CFR  601.2293) 
is  amended  to  read : 

§  601.2293  Chicago-O'Hare,  Ill.,  control 
zone. 

Within  a  6-mile  radius  of  the  Chicago- 
O’Hare  International  Airport  (latitude 
41°59'10"  N.,  longitude  87°54'28"  W.>, 
within  2  miles  either  side  of  the  Chicago- 
O’Hare  VOR  331 #  True  radial  extending 
from  the  6-mile  radius  zone  to  the  INT 
of  the  Northbrook,  Ill.,  VOR  195°  True 
and  the  Chicago-O’Hare  VOR  331°  True 
radials,  and  within  2  miles  either  side 
of  the  Chicago-O’Hare  Runway  14-R 
ILS  localizer  course,  extending  from  the 
6-mile  radius  zone  to  the  Runway  14-R 
ILS  OM,  excluding  that  portion  NE  of  a 
line  between  the  INTs  of  the  6 -mile 
radius  and  the  5-mile  radius  of  Glen¬ 
view,  Illinois,  control  zone  (§  601.2100). 

2.  Section  601.2100  (25  F.R.  4861)  is 
amended  to  read : 

§  601.2100  Glenview,  Ill.,  control  zone. 

Within  a  5-mile  radius  of  the  Glen¬ 
view,  HI.,  Naval  Air  Station  (latitude 
42°05'21"  N.,  longitude  87c49'07"  W.), 
within  2  miles  either  side  of  the  NW 
course  of  the  Glenview,  HI.,  RR  extend¬ 
ing  from  the  5-mile  radius  zone  to  a 
point  12  miles  NW  of  the  RR,  and  within 
2  miles  either  side  of  the  158°  True  radial 
of  the  Northbrook,  Ill.,  VOR  extending 
from  the  Glenview  5-mile  radius  zone 
and  the  Chicago-O’Hare,  Ill.,  6-mile  ra¬ 
dius  zone  (§  601.2293)  to  the  VOR,  ex¬ 
cluding  that  portion  which  overlies  the 
Chicago-O’Hare,  .HI.,  control  zone. 

These  amendments  shall  become  ef¬ 
fective  0001  e.s.t.,  December  15,  1960. 

(Sec.  307(a) ,  72  Stat.  749;  49  U.S.C.  1348) 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  Octo¬ 
ber  13,  1960. 

D.  D.  Thomas, 
Director,  Bureau  of 
Air  Traffic  Management. 

[F.R.  Doc.  60-9869;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 

8:45  a.m.] 


[Airspace  Docket  No.  60-FW-48] 

PART  601 — DESIGNATION  OF  THE 
CONTINENTAL  CONTROL  AREA, 
CONTROL  AREAS,  CONTROL 
ZONES,  REPORTING  POINTS,  AND 
POSITIVE  CONTROL  ROUTE  SEG¬ 
MENTS 

Revocation  of  Control  Zone 

On  August  12,  1960,  a  notice  of  pro¬ 
posed  rule  making  was  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  (25  F.R.  7700)  stating 
that  the  Federal  Aviation  Agency  pro¬ 
posed  to  revoke  the  San  Antonio  (Brooks 
Air  Force  Base)  control  zone. 


No  adverse  comments  were  received 
regarding  the  proposed  amendment. 

Interested  persons  have  been  afforded 
an  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
making  of  the  rule  herein  adopted,  and 
due  consideration  has  been  given  to  all 
relevant  matter  presented. 

The  substance  of  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  having  been  published,  therefore, 
pursuant  to  the  authority  delegated  to 
me  by  the  Administrator  (24  F.R.  4530) 
and  for  the  reasons  stated  in  the  notice, 
the  following  action  is  taken: 

In  Part  601  (14  CFR  Part  601), 
§  601.2387  San  Antonio,  Tex.,  control 
zone  is  revoked. 

This  amendment  shall  become  effective 
0001  e.s.t.  December  15,  1960. 

(Sec.  307(a),  72  Stat.  749;  49  U.S.C.  1348). 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  October 
14,  1960. 

George  S.  Cassady, 
Brig.  Gen.,  U.S.  Air  Force,  Act¬ 
ing  Director,  Bureau  of  Air 
Traffic  Management. 

[F.R.  Doc.  60-9870;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 

8:45  a.m.] 


[Airspace  Docket  No.  60-WA-149] 

PART  601  — DESIGNATION  OF  THE 
CONTINENTAL  CONTROL  AREA, 
CONTROL  AREAS,  CONTROL 
ZONES,  REPORTING  POINTS,  AND 
POSITIVE  CONTROL  ROUTE  SEG¬ 
MENTS 

Modification  and  Designation  of 
Control  Zones 

On  June  10,  1960,  a  notice  of  proposed 
rule  making  was  published  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register  (25  F.R.  5187)  stating  that 
the  Federal  Aviation  Agency  was  con¬ 
sidering  an  amendment  to  Part  601  and 
§§  601.2180  and  601.2187  of  the  regula¬ 
tions  of  the  Administrator  which  would 
modify  the  San  Francisco  and  Oakland, 
Calif.,  control  zones,  and  designate  con¬ 
trol  zones  at  Hayward,  Calif.,  and  the 
NAS  Alameda,  Calif. 

As  stated  in  the  notice,  the  Oakland, 
Calif.,  control  zone  is  presently  desig¬ 
nated  within  a  5 -mile  radius  of  the 
Metropolitan  Oakland  International 
Airport  including  an  extension  to  the 
southeast  which  includes  Hayward  Air¬ 
port  and  an  extension  to  the  northwest 
which  includes  NAS  Alameda.  The  San 
Francisco,  Calif.,  control  zone  is  pres¬ 
ently  designated  within  a  5 -mile  radius 
of  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
including  extensions  to  the  northwest, 
east  and  southeast.  The  Federal  Avia¬ 
tion  Agency  is  redesignating  the  Oak¬ 
land  control  zone  to  include  the  area 
within  a  5 -mile  radius  of  the  Metro¬ 
politan  Oakland  International  Airport 
and  designating  a  5 -mile  radius  control 
zone  around  both  Hayward  Airport  and 
NAS  Alameda.  In  addition,  the  San 
Francisco  control  zone  will  be  redesig¬ 
nated  within  a  7-mile  radius  of  the  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  and  the 
area  bounded  by  the  7-mile  radius  of 
San  Francisco  control  zone  and  the  5- 
mile  radius  Oakland  and  NAS  Alameda 
control  zones. 


Friday ,  October  21,  1960 

The  Department  of  the  Navy  con¬ 
curred  in  the  proposal  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Air  Force  offered  no 
objections.  The  Aircraft  Owners  and 
Pilots  Association  objected  to  the  modifi¬ 
cation  of  the  San  Francisco  Interna¬ 
tional  Airport  because  of  the  enlarge¬ 
ment  from  a  5-mile  zone  to  a  7-mile 
zone.  The  AOPA  supported  their  ob¬ 
jection  with  the  following  comments, 
quoted  in  part: 

1.  Although  the  outer  marker  is  5.5  miles 
from  the  end  of  the  runway  and  •  therefore 
outside  the  five  mile  radius  control  zone, 
the  minimum  Inbound  altitude  over  the 
marker  is  1660  feet.  If  It  is  desired  to 
specifically  delay  descent  below  1000  feet 
outside  the  5-mlle  radius  control  zone,  a 
minimum  of  1000  feet  could  be  required  until 
past  the  195°  magnetic  radial  of  the  Oakland 
VORTAC. 

2.  The  existing  control  zone  extension  to 
the  northwest  is  not  used  in  connection  with 
instrument  approaches,  there  being  no  au¬ 
thorized  Instrument  approach  from  the 
northwest  to  San  Francisco  International 
Airport.  There  would  therefore,  appear  to 
be  no  requirement  for  a  control  zone  to  the 
northwest,  beyond  the  proposed  5-mile 
radius. 

3.  The  proposed  increase  of  the  San  Fran¬ 
cisco  International  Airport  control  zone 
radius  from  5  to  7  miles  would  join  the  con¬ 
trol  zones  of  San  Francisco,  Oakland  and 
Alameda.  Controlled  airspace  would  thereby 
be  provided  to  the  water’s  surface  between 
these  three  airports.  The  need  for  control 
of  flight  below  1000  feet  outside  of  the  exist¬ 
ing  control  zones  over  the  bay  is  not  stated 
and  does  not  appear  to  exist. 

As  to  the  first  point,  the  Federal  Avia¬ 
tion  Agency  agrees  that  cross-checking 
a  radial  of  the  Oakland  VORTAC  at  the 
edge  of  a  5 -mile  radius  control  zone  could 
be  accomplished  by  aircraft  with  dual 
omni  equipment ;  however,  the  Agency  is 
of  the  opinion  that  such  a  procedure 
would  be  impractical  for  aircraft  with 
single  omni  equipment.  With  reference 
to  the  ILS  approach  to  runway  28  right, 
aircraft  executing  an  ILS  approach  uti¬ 
lizing  the  glide  slope  could  normally  be 
expected  to  be  above  1,000  feet  (approxi¬ 
mately  1,186  feet)  when  crossing  the 
boundary  of  a  5-mile  radius  control  zone ; 
this  would  not  be  true  in  the  case  of  the 
published  ADF  approach,  where  use  of 
the  glide  slope  is  not  involved. 

As  to  the  second  point,  although  no  in¬ 
strument  approaches  are  conducted  from 
the  northwest,  this  area  is  used  exten¬ 
sively  for  instrument  flight  rule  depar¬ 
tures.  The  procedure  used  for  these 
departures  is  to  climb  on  the  287 #  mag¬ 
netic  radial  of  the  San  Francisco  VOR  to 
1,500  feet  MSL,  with  a  left  turn  after 
passing  the  San  Francisco  Gap  radio 
beacon  and  reaching  1,500  feet.  Because 
of  the  rapidly  rising  terrain  within  2 
miles  either  side  of  this  departure  track 
and  the  fact  that  aircraft  will  be  maneu¬ 
vering  at  1000  feet  or  below  above  the 
terrain  in  executing  this  departure,  the 
7 -mile  radius  control  zone  is  considered 
necessary  to  protect  these  aircraft. 

As  to  the  third  point,  transbay  flights 
operate  under  the  “Special  VFR”  con¬ 
cept  which  precludes  their  having  to 
climb  to  the  minimum  en  route  altitude 
for  these  shuttle  flights.  Since  this  per- 
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mits  aircraft  to  operate  less  than  1,000 
feet  above  the  terrain,  the  Agency  is 
of  the  opinion  that  the  control  zones 
should  be  contiguous. 

The  Federal  Aviation  Agency  is  of  the 
opinion  that  the  designation  and  mod¬ 
ification  of  these  control  zones  are  neces¬ 
sary  to  provide  the  necessary  protection 
for  instrument  departures  and  arrivals 
in  this  area.  Therefore,  the  actions  as 
proposed  in  the  notice,  are  being  taken 
herein. 

No  other  comments  were  received  re¬ 
garding  the  proposed  amendments. 

Interested  persons  have  been  afforded 
an  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
making  of  the  rules  herein  adopted,  and 
due  consideration  has  been  given  to  all 
relevant  matter  presented. 

The  substance  of  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ments  having  been  published,  therefore, 
pursuant  to  the  authority  delegated  to 
me  by  the  Administrator  (24  Fit.  4530) 
and  for  the  reasons  stated  in  the  notice, 
the  following  actions  are  taken: 

1.  Part  601  (14  CFR  Part  601)  is 
amended  by  adding  the  following  sec¬ 
tions: 

§  601.2431  Hayward,  Calif.,  control 
cone. 

Within  a  5-mile  radius  of  the  Hayward 
Airport  (latitude  37°39'30"  N.,  longitude 
122°06'45"  W.),  excluding  that  portion 
which  would  coincide  with  the  Oakland 
control  zone  (§  601.2180). 

§  601.2433  NAS  Alameda,  Calif.,  control 
zone. 

Within  a  5 -mile  radius  of  NAS 
Alameda  (latitude  37°47'10"  N.,  longi¬ 
tude  122°19'00"  W.),  excluding  the 
portion  subtended  by  a  chord  drawn  be¬ 
tween  the  points  of  intersection  of  this 
radius  with  the  radius  of  the  Oakland 
control  zone  (§  601.2180) . 

2.  Section  601.2187  (14  CFR  601.2187) 
is  amended  to  read: 

§  601.2187  San  Francisco,  Calif.,  control  • 
zone. 

Within  a  7-mile  radius  of  the  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  (latitude 
37°37'07"  N.,  longitude  122°22'35"  W.). 
.including  the  airspace  bounded  on  the 
SW  by  the  San  Francisco  7-mile  radius 
zone  and  on  the  N  and  NE  by  the  Oak¬ 
land  (§  601.2180)  and  NAS  Alameda 
(§  601.2433)  control  zones,  excluding 
that  portion  which  would  coincide  with 
the  Oakland  control  zone. 

3.  Section  601.2180  (14  CFR  601.2180) 
is  amended  to  read: 

§  601.2180  Oakland,  Calif.,  control 
zone. 

Within  a  5-mile  radius  of  the  Oakland 
International  Airport  (latitude  37°43'25" 
N.,  longitude  122°12'56"  W.),  excluding 
the  portion  subtended  by  a  chord  drawn 
between  the  points  of  intersection  of  this 
radius  with  the  radius  of  the  NAS  Ala¬ 
meda  control  zone  (§  601.2433). 

These  amendments  shall  become  effec¬ 
tive  0001  e.s.t.  December  15,  1960. 

(Sec.  307(a),  72  Stat.  749;  49  UJ3.C.  1348) 
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Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  October 
14, 1960. 

George  S.  Cassady, 
Brig.  Gen.,  US.  Air  Force,  Act¬ 
ing  Director,  Bureau  of  Air 
Traffic  Management. 

[F.R.  Doc.  60-9871;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 
8:45  aon.] 


[Airspace  Docket  No.  60-HO-l] 

PART  601—  DESIGNATION  OF  THE 

CONTINENTAL  CONTROL  ARlA, 
CONTROL  AREAS,  CONTROL 
ZONES,  REPORTING  POINTS,  AND 

POSITIVE  CONTROL  ROUTE  SEG¬ 
MENTS 

Revocation  of  Control  Zone 

On  July  26,  1960,  a  notice  of  proposed 
rule  making  was  published  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register  (25  FH.  7079)  stating  that 
‘the  Federal  Aviation  Agency  proposed  to 
revoke  the  Upolu  Point,  Hawaii,  control 
zone. 

Since  this  action  involves  navigable 
airspace  outside  of  the  United  States, 
the  Administrator  has  consulted  with  the 
Secretary  of  State  and  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  in  accordance  with  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  Executive  Order  No.  10854  and 
has  ohtained  their  concurrence  thereto. 

No  adverse  comments  were  received  re¬ 
garding  the  proposed  amendment. 

Interested  persons  have  been  afforded 
an  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
making  of  the  rule  herein  adopted,  and 
due  consideration  has  been  given  to  all 
relevant  matter  presented. 

The  substance  of  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  having  been  published,  therefore, 
pursuant  to  the  authority  delegated  to 
me  by  the  Administrator  (24  FJEt.  4530) 
and  for  the  reasons  stated  in  the  notice, 
the  following  action  is  taken: 

In  Part  601  (14  CFR  Part  601), 
§  601.2300  Upolu  Point,  Hawaii,  control 
zone,  is  revoked. 

This  amendment  shall  become  effective 
0001  ejs.t.  December  15, 1960. 

(Secs.  307(a),  1110,  72  Stat.  749  and  800,  49 
U.S.C.  1348  and  1510,  and  Executive  Order 
No.  10654,  24  F.R.  9565) . 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.  on  October 
14, 1960. 

George  S.  Cassady, 
Brig.  Gen.,  US.  Air  Force, 
Acting  Director,  Bureau  of  Air 
Traffic  Management. 

[F.R.  Doc.  60-9874;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 

8:46  ajn.] 


[Airspace  Docket  No.  60-WA-180] 

PART  602— ESTABLISHMENT  OF 
CODED  JET  ROUTES  AND  NAVI¬ 
GATIONAL  AIDS  IN  THE  CON¬ 
TINENTAL  CONTROL  AREA 

Establishment  of  Coded  Jet  Route 

On  July  26,  1960,  a  notice  of  proposed 
rule  making  was  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  (25  F.R.  7079)  stating 
that  the  Federal  Aviation  Agency  was 
considering  the  establishment  of  VOR/ 
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VORTAC  Jet  route  No.  546  from  Peck, 
Mich.,  to  the  United  States/Canadian 
Border. 

As  mentioned  in  the  notice,  this  route 
will  be  compatible  with  Canadian  high 
level  airway  No.  546.  This  will  be  so 
indicated  in  the  caption. 

No  adverse  comments  were  received 
regarding  the  proposed  amendment. 

Interested  persons  have  been  afforded 
an  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
making  of  the  rule  herein  adopted,  and 
due  consideration  has  been  given  to  all 
relevant  matter  presented. 

The  substance  of  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  having  been  published,  therefore, 
pursuant  to  the  authority  delegated  to 
me  by  the  Administrator  (24  F.R.  4530) 
and  for  the  reasons  stated  in  the  notice. 
Part  602  (14  CFR  Part  602)  is  amended 
by  adding  the  following  section : 

§  602.5546  VOR/ VORTAC  jet  route  No. 
546  (Peck,  Mich.,  to  the  United 
States- Canadian  Border)  (Joins 
Canadian  high  level  airway  No.  546). 

Prom  the  Peck,  Mich.,  VOR  to  the 
point  of  INT  of  the  Peck  VOR  074°  True 
radial  with  the  United  States-Canadian 
Border. 

This  amendment  shall  become  effective 
0001  e.s.t.  December  15, 1960. 

(Sec.  307(a),  72  Stat.  740;  49  TJ&.C.  1348)  , 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  Octo¬ 
ber  14, 1960. 

George  S.  Cassady, 
Brig.  Gen.,  U.S.  Air  Force,  Act¬ 
ing  Director,  Bureau  of  Air 
Traffic  Management. 

[PH.  Doc.  60-9866;  Piled,  Oct.  20,  1960; 

8:45  am.] 

Title  16— COMMERCIAL 
PRACTICES 

Chapter  I — Federal  Trade  Commission 

[Docket  7855  c.o.] 

PART  13— PROHIBITED  TRADE 
PRACTICES 

Appletone  Drugs,  Inc.,  et  al. 

Subpart — Advertising  falsely  or  mis¬ 
leadingly:  §  13.170  Qualities  or  proper¬ 
ties  of  product  or  service:  §  13.170-52 
Medicinal,  therapeutic,  healthful,  etc. 
Subpart — Claiming  or  using  indorse¬ 
ments  or  testimonials  falsely  or  mis¬ 
leadingly:  §  13.330  Claiming  or  using  in¬ 
dorsements  or  testimonials  falsely  or 
misleadingly:  §  13.330-90  United  States 
Government.  Subpart — F urnishing 
means  and  instrumentalities  of  misrep¬ 
resentation  or  deception:  §  13.1055 
Furnishing  means  and  instrumentalities 
of  misrepresentation  or  deception. 

(Sec.  6,  38  Stat.  721;  15  U.S.C.  46.  Interpret 
or  apply  sec.  5,  38  Stat.  719,  as  amended;  15 
U.S.C.  45)  [Cease  and  desist  orders:  Apple- 
tone  Drugs,  Inc.,  Detroit,  Mich.;  and  Ber¬ 
nard  J.  Dzledzlc  trading  as  Kadow’s  Drug 
Store,  Milwaukee,  Wis.;  both  Docket  7855, 
both  August  17, 19601 


In  the  Matter  of  Appletone  Drugs,  Inc., 

a  Corporation ;  and  Bernard  J.  Dzied - 

zic,  an  Individual  Trading  as  Kadow’s 

Drug  Store 

The  complaint  in  this  case  charged  a 
Detroit  drug  wholesaler  and  the  operator 
of  a  Milwaukee  drugstore  with  repre¬ 
senting  falsely  in  advertising  in  newspa¬ 
pers  and  otherwise  that  a  drug  prepara¬ 
tion  known  as  ‘‘Berside-‘X’  ”  was  a  com¬ 
petent  treatment  and  cine  for  arthritis, 
rheumatism,  and  similar  diseases,  would 
relieve  pains  thereof,  would  help  the 
body  produce  its  own  cortisone,  and  was 
a  new  wonder  formula;  and  charged 
said  wholesaler  with  representing  falsely 
that  advertising  copy  it  furnished  to  re¬ 
tail  druggists  had  been  examined  and 
approved  by  Government  agencies. 

Accepting  consent  agreements,  the 
hearing  examiner  made  separate  initial 
decisions  and  orders  to  cease  and  desist 
which  became  on  August  17  the  decisions 
of  the  Commission. 

The  substantially  identical  orders  to 
cease  and  desist,  combined,  are  as 
follows: 

It  is  ordered,  That  respondents.  Apple- 
tone  Drugs,  Inc.,  a  corporation,  and  its 
officers;  Bernard  J.  Dziedzic,  an  indi¬ 
vidual,  trading  as  Kadow’s  Drug  Store,  or 
under  any  other  name ;  and  respondents’ 
representatives,  agents  and  employees, 
directly  or  through  any  corporate  or 
other  device,  in  connection  with  the  of¬ 
fering  for  sale,  sale  or  distribution  of  the 
preparation  designated  Berside-“X”,  or 
any  other  preparation  of  substantially 
similar  composition  or  possessing  sub¬ 
stantially  similar  properties,  whether 
sold  under  the  same  name  or  any  other 
name,  do  forthwith  cease  and  desist 
from,  directly  or  indirectly: 

1.  Disseminating  or  causing  to  be  dis¬ 
seminated  any  advertisement  by  means 
of  the  United  States  mails  or  by  any 
means  in  commerce,  as  “commerce”  is 
defined  in  the  Federal  Trade  Commission 
Act,  which  advertisement  represents,  di¬ 
rectly  or  indirectly: 

A.  That  said  preparation: 

a.  Will  arrest  the  progress  of,  correct 
the  underlying  causes  of  or  cure  any  kind 
of  arthritis,  rheumatism,  neuritis  or 
bursitis. 

b.  Is  an  adequate,  effective  or  reliable 
treatment  for  any  kind  of  arthritis,  rheu¬ 
matism,  neuritis  or  bursitis. 

c.  Will  afford  any  relief  of  the  severe 
aches  and  pains  of  any  kind  of  arthritis, 
rheumatism,  neuritis,  bursitis,  or  affected 
body  muscles,  or  have  any  beneficial  ef¬ 
fect  in  any  of  such  conditions  or  disorders 
in  excess  of  affording  temporary  relief  of 
the  minor  aches  or  pains  thereof. 

d.  Will  help  the  body  produce  its  own 
cortisone. 

e.  Is  a  new,  wonder  formula. 

2.  Disseminating  or  causing  the  dis¬ 
semination  of  any  advertisement  by  any 
means  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  or 
which  is  likely  to  induce,  directly  or  in¬ 
directly,  the  purchase  of  said  preparation 
in  commerce,  as  “commerce”  is  defined  in 
the  Federal  Trade  Commission  Act, 
which  advertisement  contains  any  of  the 
representations  prohibited  in  paragraphs 
(a)  to  (e) ,  of  paragraph  1  hereof. 


Respondent  Appletone  Drugs,  Inc.,  was 
additionally  ordered  to  desist  from  the 
following  further  misrepresentation: 

B.  That  the  United  States  Government 
or  any  agency  thereof  has  approved  this 
respondent’s  advertising  or  found  any 
claim  made  therein  to  be  correct. 

By  separate  “Decision  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion”,  etc.,  with  regard  to  each  of  the  two 
respondents  herein,  reports  of  compli¬ 
ance  were  required  as  follows,  combining 
the  two  orders: 

It  is  ordered.  That  respondents,  Apple- 
tone  Drugs,  Inc.,  a  corporation;  and 
Bernard  J.  Dziedzic,  an  individual  trad¬ 
ing  as  Kadow’s  Drug  Store,  shall  within 
sixty  (60)  days  after  service  upon  them 
of  these  orders,  file  with  the  Commission 
reports  in  writing  setting  forth  in  detail 
the  manner  and  form  in  which  they  have 
complied  with  the  orders  to  cease  and 
desist. 

Issued:  August  17, 1960. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Robert  M.  Parrish, 

Secretary. 

[FR.  Doc.  60-9882;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 

8:47  am.] 


[Dockets  7825  c.o.  and  7883  c.o.] 

PART  13 — PROHIBITED  TRADE 
PRACTICES 

Carlton  Record  Corp.  et  al. 

Subpart — Bribing  customers’  employ¬ 
ees:  8 13.315  Employees  of  private 
concerns. 

(Sec.  6.  38  Stat.  721;  15  U.S.C.  46.  Inter¬ 
prets  or  applies  sec.  5,  38  Stat.  719,  as 
amended;  15  U.S.C.  45)  [Cease  and  desist 
orders:  Carlton  Record  Corporation  et  al.. 
Docket  7825;  and  Hugo  &  Luigi  Productions, 
Inc.,  et  al..  Docket  7883;  all  respondents. 
New  York,  N.Y.,  both  cases,  Aug.  18,  I960.] 

In  the  Matters  of:  Carlton  Record  Cor¬ 
poration,  a  Corporation ;  Carlton  Rec¬ 
ord  Distributing  Corporation,  a  Cor¬ 
poration,  and  Joseph  R.  Carlton, 
Norman  Walters,  and  Don  Genson, 
Individually,  and  as  Officers  of  Said 
Corporation;  and  Hugo  &  Luigi  Pro¬ 
ductions,  Inc.,  a  Corporation,  and 
Hugo  Peretti  and  Luigi  Creatore,  In¬ 
dividually  and  as  Officers  of  Said 
Corporation  , 

These  proceedings  were  heard  by 
hearing  examiners  on  complaints  of  the 
Commission  charging  two  associated 
New  York  City  manufacturers  of  pho¬ 
nograph  records  and  a  New  York  City 
producer  of  master  recordings  for  rec¬ 
ord  manufacturers  to  reproduce  on  pho¬ 
nograph  records,  with  giving  concealed 
payola  to  radio  and  television  disc  jock¬ 
eys  or  other  personnel  of  broadcasting 
stations  to  induce  frequent  broadcast  of 
their  records  in  order  to  increase  sales. 

Accepting  consent  agreements,  the 
hearing  examiners  made  their  initial  de¬ 
cisions  and  orders  to  cease  and  desist 
which  became  on  August  18  the  decisions 
of  the  Commission. 

The  orders  to  cease  and  desist,  com¬ 
bining  respondents  in  the  two  cases,  are 
as  follows: 


Friday ,  October  21,  1960 

It  is  ordered,  That  Carlton  Record 
Corporation,  a  corporation;  Carlton 
Record  Distributing  Corporation,  a  cor¬ 
poration,  and  their  officers,  and  Joseph 
R.  Carlton,  Norman  J.  Walter  [erro¬ 
neously  named  in  the  complaint  as 
Norman  Walters  1,  and  Don  Genson,  in¬ 
dividually,  and  as  officers  of  said  cor¬ 
porations;  and  respondents  Hugo  ft 
Luigi  Productions,  Inc.,  a  corporation, 
and  its  officers,  and  Hugo  Peretti  and 
Luigi  Creatore,  individually  and  as  offi¬ 
cers  of  said  corporation;  and  respond¬ 
ents’  agents,  representatives  and 
employees,  directly  or  through  any  cor¬ 
porate  or  other  device,  in  connection 
with  phonograph  records  which  have 
been  distributed  in  commerce,  or  which 
are  used  by  radio  or  television  stations 
in  broadcasting  programs  in  commerce, 
as  “commerce”  is  defined  in  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission  Act,  do  forthwith 
cease  and  desist  from; 

1.  Giving  or  offering  to  give,  without 
requiring  public  disclosure,  any  sum  of 
money,  or  other  material  consideration, 
to  any  person,  directly  or  indirectly,  to 
induce  that  person  to  select,  or  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  selection  of,  and  broadcast¬ 
ing  of,  any  such  records  in  which  re¬ 
spondents,  or  any  of  them,  have  a 
financial  interest  of  any  nature; 

2.  Giving  or  offering  to  give,  without 
requiring  public  disclosure,  any  sum  of 
money,  or  other  material  consideration, 
to  any  person,  directly  or  indirectly,  as 
an  inducement  to  influence  any  employee 
of  a  radio  or  television  broadcasting  sta¬ 
tion,  or  any  other  person,  in  any  manner, 
to  select,  or  participate  in  the  selection 
of,  and  the  broadcasting  of,  any  such 
records  in  which  respondents,  or  any  of 
them,  have  a  financial  interest  of  any 
nature. 

There  shall  be  “public  disclosure” 
within  the  meaning  of  this  order  by  any 
employee  of  a  radio  or  television 
broadcasting  station,  or  any  other  per¬ 
son,  who  selects  or  participates  in  the 
selection  and  broadcasting  of  a  record, 
when  he  shall  disclose,  or  cause  to  have 
disclosed,  to  the  listening  public  at  the 
time  the  record  is  played,  that  his  selec¬ 
tion  and  broadcasting  of  such  record 
are  in  consideration  for  compensation 
of  some  nature,  directly  or  indirectly, 
received  by  him  or  his  employer. 

By  “Decision  of  the  Commission”,  etc., 
in  each  of  these  two  cases,  reports  of 
compliance  were  required  as  follows, 
combining  the  respondents: 

It  is  ordered.  That  respondents  shall, 
within  sixty  (60)  days  after  service  upon 
them  of  these  orders,  file  with  the  Com¬ 
mission  reports  in  writing,  setting  forth 
in  detail  the  manner  and  form  in  which 
they  have  complied  with  the  orders  to 
cease  and  desist.1 

Issued:  August  22,  1960. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Basil  J.  Mezines, 

Acting  Secretary. 

(F.R.  Doc.  00-8883;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  I960; 

8:47  am.] 


1  In  Docket  7883,  the  wording  of  this  final 
phrase  varies  thus:  ••  •  •  •  with  the  order 
contained  in  the  aforesaid  Initial  decision, 
as  amended.” 
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[Docket  7836  c.o.] 

PART  1 3 — PROHIBITED  TRADE 
PRACTICES 

Garay  and  Co.,  Inc.,  et  al. 

Subpart — Advertising  falsely  or  mis¬ 
leadingly:  $  13.30  Composition  of  goods. 
Subpart — Furnishing  means  and  instru¬ 
mentalities  of  misrepresentation  or 
deception:  §  13.1055  Furnishing  means 
and  instrumentalities  of  misrepresenta¬ 
tion  or  deception.  Subpart — Misbrand¬ 
ing  or  mislabeling:  §  13.1185  Composi¬ 
tion. 

(Sec.  6.  38  Stat.  721;  15  U.S.C.  46.  Interpret 
or  apply  sec.  5,  38  Stat.  719,  as  amended;  15 
UJS.C.  45)  [Cease  and  desist  order,  Garay 
ft  Co.,  Inc.,  et  al..  New  York,  N.Y.,  Docket 
7836,  August  30,  1960] 

In  the  Matter  of  Garay  &  Co.,  Inc.,  a 

Corporation,  and  Arnold  Garay  and 

Aaron  Jarvis,  Individually  and  as 

Officers  of  Said  Corporation 

This  proceeding  was  heard  by  a  hear¬ 
ing  examiner  on  the  complaint  of  the 
Commission  charging  New  York  City 
distributors  with  using  the  term  “Copy 
Calf”  and  picture  of  a  calf  in  advertising 
in  newspapers  and  advertising  material 
furnished  their  retailers  and  on  attached 
tags,  to  describe  ladies’  plastic  handbags. 

Accepting  a  consent  agreement,  the 
hearing  examiner  made  his  initial  deci¬ 
sion  and  order  to  cease  and  desist  which 
became  on  August  30  the  decision  of  the 
Commission. 

Said  order  to  cease  and  desist  is  as 
follows: 

It  is  ordered,  That  respondents  Garay 
&  Co.,  Inc.,  a  corporation,  and  its  officers, 
and  Arnold  Garay  and  Aaron  Jarvis, 
individually  and  as  officers  of  said  cor¬ 
poration,  and  respondents’  representa¬ 
tives,  agents  and  employees,  directly  or 
through  any  corporate  or  other  device, 
in  connection  with  the  offering  for  sale 
of  ladies’  plastic  handbags,  or  any  other 
plastic  product,  in  commerce,  as  “com¬ 
merce”  is  defined  in  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  Act,  do  forthwith  cease  and 
desist  from: 

(1)  Using  the  term  “Copy  Calf”  or 
any  other  words  or  terms  of  similar 
import  in  connection  with  said  products; 

(2)  Representing  in  any  manner, 
directly  or  by  implication,  that  said 
products  are  leather. 

By  “Decision  of  the  Commission”,  etc., 
report  of  compliance  was  required  as 
follows: 

It  is  ordered,  That  respondents  Garay 
ft  Co.,  Inc.,  a  corporation,  and  Arnold 
Garay  and  Aaron  Jarvis,  individually 
and  as  officers  of  said  corporation,  shall, 
within  sixty  (60)  days  after  service  upon 
them  of  this  order,  file  with  the  Commis¬ 
sion  a  report  in  writing,  setting  forth  in 
detail  the  manner  and  form  in  which 
they  have  complied  with  the  order  to 
cease  and  desist. 

Issued:  August  30,  1960. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Robert  M.  Parrish, 

Secretary. 

[FJt.  Doc.  60-9884;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 

8:47  am.] 
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[Docket  7890  c.o.] 

PART  13 — PROHIBITED  TRADE 
PRACTICES 

Mangold  Distributing  Co.  et  al. 

Subpart — Bribing  customers’  employ¬ 
ees:  §  13.315  Employees  of  private  con¬ 
cerns. 

(Sec.  6.  38  Stat.  721;  15  U.S.C.  46.  Interprets 
or  applies  sec.  5,  38  Stat.  719,  as  amended; 
15  U.S.C.  45)  [Cease  and  desist  order,  Man¬ 
gold  Distributing  Company  et  al.,  Baltimore, 
Md.,  Docket  7890,  Aug.  30, 1960] 

In  the  Matter  of  Mangold  Distributing 

Company,  a  Corporation,  and  Marshall 

Enterprises,  Inc.,  a  Corporation,  and 

Emanuel  Goldberg,  Individually  and 

as  an  Officer  of  Said  Corporations 

This  proceeding  was  heard  by  a  hear¬ 
ing  examiner  on  the  complaint  of  the 
Commission  charging  Baltimore  distrib¬ 
utors  of  phonograph  records  with  giving 
concealed  payola  to  disc  jockeys  broad¬ 
casting  musical  programs  over  radio  or 
television  stations,  or  to  other  station 
personnel,  to  induce  frequent  playing  of 
their  records  to  increase  sales. 

Accepting  a  consent  agreement,  the 
hearing  examiner  made  his  initial  de¬ 
cision  and  order  to  cease  and  desist  which 
became  on  August  30  the  decision  of  the 
Commission. 

The  order  to  cease  and  desist  is  as 
follows: 

It  is  ordered,  That  respondents  Man¬ 
gold  Distributing  Company  and  Marshall 
Enterprises,  Inc.,  corporations,  and  their 
officers,  and  Emanuel  Goldberg,  individ¬ 
ually  and  as  an  officer  of  said  corpora¬ 
tions,  and  respondents’  agents,  repre¬ 
sentatives  and  employees,  directly  or 
through  any  corporate  or  other  device, 
in  connection  with  phonograph  records 
which  have  been  distributed  in  com¬ 
merce,  or  which  are  used  by  radio  or 
television  stations  in  broadcasting  pro¬ 
grams  in  commerce,  as  “commerce”  is 
defined  in  the  Federal  Trade .  Commis¬ 
sion  Act,  do  forthwith  cease  and  desist 
from: 

(1)  Giving  or  offering  to  give,  with¬ 
out  requiring  public  disclosure,  any  sum 
of  money  or  other  material  considera¬ 
tion,  to  any  person,  directly  or  indirectly, 
to  induce  that  person  to  select,  or  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  selection  of,  and  the 
broadcasting  of,  any  such  records  in 
which  respondents,  or  any  of  them,  have 
a  financial  interest  of  any  nature; 

(2)  Giving  or  offering  to  give,  without 
requiring  public  disclosure,  any  sum  of 
money,  or  other  material  consideration, 
to  any  person,  directly  or  indirectly,  as 
an  inducement  to  influence  any  employee 
of  a  radio  or  television  broadcasting  sta¬ 
tion,  or  any  other  person,  in  any  manner, 
to  select,  or  participate  in  the  selection 
of,  and  the  broadcasting  of,  any  such 
records  in  which  respondents,  or  any  of 
them,  have  a  financial  interest  of  any 
nature. 

There  shall  be  “public  disclosure” 
within  the  meaning  of  this  order,  by  any 
employee  of  a  radio  or  television  broad¬ 
casting  station,  or  any  other  person,  who 
selects  or  participates  in  the  selection 
and  broadcasting  of  a  record  when  he 
shall  disclose,  or  cause  to  have  disclosed, 
to  the  listening  public  at  the  time  the 
record  is  played,  that  his  selection  and 
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broadcasting  of  such  record  are  in  con* 
sideration  for  compensation  of  some  na¬ 
ture,  directly  or  indirectly  received  by 
him  or  his  employer. 

By  “Decision  of  the  Commission",  etc., 
report  of  compliance  was  required  as 
follows: 

It  is  ordered.  That  respondents  Man¬ 
gold  Distributing  Company  and  Marshall 
Enterprises.  Inc.,  corporations,  and 
Emanuel  Goldberg,  individually  and  as 
an  officer  of  said  corporations,  shall, 
within  sixty  (60)  days  after  service  upon 
them  of  this  order,  file  with  the  Commis¬ 
sion  a  report  in  writing,  setting  forth  in 
detail  the  manner  and  form  in  which 
they  have  complied  with  the  order  to 
cease  and  desist. 

Issued:  August  30,  1960. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Robert  M.  Parrish, 

Secretary. 

[Fit.  Doc.  60-0885:  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 

8:47  ajn.] 


[Docket  7857  c.o.] 

PART  13 — PROHIBITED  TRADE 
PRACTICES 

Manny  Pruskauer  Co.  et  al. 

Subpart — Advertising  falsely  or  mis¬ 
leadingly:  §  13.70  Fictitious  or  mislead¬ 
ing  guarantees.  Subpart — Misbranding 
or  mislabeling:  §  13.1212  Formal  regu¬ 
latory  and  statutory  requirements: 
.  §  13.1212-30  Fur  Products  Labeling  Act. 
Subpart — Neglecting,  unfairly  or  decep¬ 
tively,  to  make  material  disclosure: 
S  13.1845  Composition:  §  13.1845-30  Fur 
Products  Labeling  Act;  §  13.1852  Formal 
regulatory  and  statutory  requirements: 
§  13.1852-35  Fur  Products  Labeling  Aci; 
§  13.1865  Manufacture  or  preparation: 
§  13.1865-40  Fur  Products  Labeling  Act; 
5  13.1900  Source  or  origin :  §  13.1900-40 
Fur  Products  Labeling  Act:  §  13.1900-40 
(b)  Place. 

(Sec.  6.  38  Stat.  721;  15  U.S.C.  46.  Interpret 
or  apply  sec.  5,  38  Stat.  719,  as  amended; 
sec.  8,  65  Stat.  179;  15  U.S.C.  45,  69f )  [Cease 
and  desist  order,  Manny  Pruskauer  et  al. 
trading  as  Manny  Pruskauer  Company,  Chi¬ 
cago,  Ill.,  Docket  7857,  August  31,  1960] 

In  the  Matter  of  Manny  Pruskauer,  Jess 
Pruskauer  and  Irwin  Gellar,  Individu¬ 
ally  and  as  Copartners  Trading  as 
Manny  Pruskauer  Company 

The  complaint  in  this  case  charged 
Chicago  furriers  with  violating  the  Fur 
Products  Labeling  Act  by  failing  to  com¬ 
ply  with  labeling  requirements  and  by 
advertising  in  catalogs,  circulars,  and 
postcards  which  failed  to  disclose  the 
name  of  the  animal  producing  the  fur 
in  a  fur  product  or  the  country  of  origin 
of  imported  furs,  failed  to  reveal' when 
fur  products  were  composed  of  artifi¬ 
cially  colored  fur,  falsely  guaranteed 
that  fur  products  were  properly  labeled, 
and  failed  in  other  respects  to  comply 
with  requirements  of  the  Act. 

Accepting  a  consent  agreement,  the 
hearing  examiner  made  his  initial  deci¬ 
sion  and  order  to  cease  and  desist  which 
became  on  August  31  the  decision  of  the 
Commission. 


The  order  to  cease  and  desist  is  as 
follows: 

It  is  ordered,  That  Manny  Pruskauer, 
Jess  Pruskauer  and  Irwin  Gellar,  indi¬ 
vidually  and  as  copartners  trading  as 
Manny  Pruskauer  Company,  or  under 
any  other  trade  name,  and  respondents’ 
representatives,  agents  and  employees, 
directly  or  through  any  corporate  or 
other  device,  in  connection  with  the  in¬ 
troduction  into  commerce,  or  the  sale, 
advertising,  or  offering  for  sale  in  com¬ 
merce,  or  the  transportation  or  distribu¬ 
tion  in  commerce  of  fur  products,  or  in 
connection  with  the  sale,  advertising, 
offering  for  sale,  transportation,  or  dis¬ 
tribution  of  fur  products  which  are 
made  in  whole  or  in  part  of  fur  which 
has  been  shipped  and  received  in  com¬ 
merce,  as  “commerce,"  “fur"  and  “fur 
products"  are  defined  in  the  Fur  Prod¬ 
ucts  Labeling  Act,  do  forthwith  cease 
and  desist  from: 

1.  Misbranding  fur  products  by: 

A.  Failing  to  affix  labels  to  fur  prod¬ 
ucts  showing  in  words  and  figures  plainly 
legible  all  of  the  information  required 
to  be  disclosed  by  each  of  the  subsections 
of  section  4(2)  of  the  Fur  Products 
Labeling  Act; 

B.  Setting  forth  on  labels  affixed  to 
fur  products  information  required  under 
section  4(2)  of  the  Fur  Products  Label¬ 
ing  Act  and  the  rules  and  regulations 
promulgated  thereunder  mingled  with 
non-required  information; 

C.  Failing  to  set  forth  separately  on 
labels  attached  to  fur  products  com¬ 
posed  of  two  or  more  sections  containing 
different  animal  furs  the  information 
required  under  section  4(2)  of  the  Fur 
Products  Labeling  Act  and  the  rules  and 
regulations  promulgated  thereunder  with 
respect  to  the  fur  comprising  each 
section. 

2.  Falsely  or  deceptively  advertising 
fur  products  through  the  use  of  any 
advertisement,  representation,  public 
announcement,  or  notice  which  is  in¬ 
tended  to  aid,  promote,  or  assist,  directly 
or  indirectly,  in  the  sale,  or  offering 
for  sale  of  fur  products,  and  which: 

A.  Fails  to  disclose: 

1.  The  name  or  names  of  the  animal 
or  animals  producing  the  fur  or  furs 
contained  in  the  fur  product,  and  set 
forth  in  the  Fur  Products  Name  Guide, 
and  as  prescribed  under  the  Rules  and 
Regulations; 

2.  That  the  fur  product  contains  or 
is  composed  of  bleached,  dyed  or  other¬ 
wise  artificially  colored  fur,  when  such 
is  the  fact; 

3.  The  name  of  the  country  of  origin 
of  any  imported  furs  contained  in  a  fur 
product. 

B.  Falsely  or  deceptively  guarantees 
that  fur  products  are  labeled  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  Federal  Trade  Commission 
regulations  when  such  is  not  the  fact. 

C.  Fails  to  set  forth  the  full  and  com¬ 
plete  term  “Dyed  Mouton  processed 
Lamb”  when  an  election  is  made  to  use 
that  term  instead  of  Lamb. 

D.  Fails  to  set  forth  the  information 
required  under  section  5(a)  of  the  Fur 
Products  Labeling  Act  and  the  rules  and 
regulations  promulgated  thereunder  in 
type  of  equal  size  and  conspicuousness 
and  in  close  proximity  with  each  other. 


It  is  further  ordered.  That  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  selling,  advertising,  offer¬ 
ing  for  sale  or  processing  of  fur  products 
which  have  been  shipped  and  received 
in  commerce  that  respondents  cease  and 
desist  from  using  substitute  labels  on 
such  fur  products  that  do  not  contain 
all  of  the  information  required  to  be  dis¬ 
closed  by  each  of  the  subsections  of  sec¬ 
tion  4(2)  of  the  Fur  Products  Labeling 
Act  or  do  not  conform  to  the  rules  and 
regulations  promulgated  under  the  said 
Act. 

By  “Decision  of  the  Commission”,  etc., 
report  of  compliance  was  required  as 
follows: 

It  is  ordered.  That  the  above-named 
respondents  shall,  within  sixty  (60)  days 
after  service  upon  them  of  this  order, 
file  with  the  Commission  a  report  in 
writing,  setting  forth  in  detail  the  man¬ 
ner  and  form  in  which  they  have  com¬ 
plied  with  the  order  to  cease  and  desist. 

Issued:  August  31, 1960. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Robert  M.  Parrish, 

Secretary. 

[F.R.  Doc.  60-9886;  Filed.  Oct.  20,  1960; 

8:47  a.m.] 


[Docket  7070  c.o.] 

PART  1 3 — PROHIBITED  TRADE 
PRACTICES 

March  of  Toys,  Inc.,  et  al. 

Subpart — Discriminating  in  price  un¬ 
der  Sec.  2,  Clayton  Act — Knowingly  in¬ 
ducing  or  receiving  discriminating  price 
under  2(f):  §  13.855  Inducing  and  re¬ 
ceiving  discriminations. 

(Sec.  6,  38  Stat.  721;  15  U.S.C.  46.  Inter¬ 
prets  or  applies  sec.  2,  49  Stat.  1527;  15  U.S.C. 
13)  [Cease  and  desist  order,  March  of  Toys, 
Inc.  (New  York,  N.Y.),  et  al.,  Docket  7070, 
August  26,  1960]  j 

The  complaint  in  this  case  charged  an 
association  and  its  member  toy  whole¬ 
salers  in  various  States  with  violating 
section  2(f)  of  the  Clayton  Act  by  know¬ 
ingly  inducing  or  accepting  unlawful 
price  discriminations  from  suppliers. 

Accepting  a  consent  agreement,  the 
hearing  examiner  made  his  initial  deci¬ 
sion  and  order  to  cease  and  desist  which 
became  on  August  26  the  decision  of  the 
Commission. 

Said  order  to  cease  and  desist  is  as 
follows: 

It  is  ordered.  That  respondent  March 
of  Toys,  Inc.,  a  corporation,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  individual  respondents,  Henry 
Lang,  Nathan  Greenman,  Leonard  J. 
Brown,  John  R.  Olsen,  Jerome  G.  Wat¬ 
son,  Albert  Zamler,  Samuel  Dubin,  Alex¬ 
ander  Gottsegen,  David  Nesson,  S.  S. 
Seidel,  Sr.,  Michael  G.  Hersh,  Benjamin 
Shrager,  J.  Wasserman,  A.  L.  Crowe, 
Linden  R.  Thoreson,  and  Abe  Lapides; 
and  the  following  corporate  respondents; 
Baltimore  Products  Company,  Gotham 
Industries,  Inc.,  Greenman  Brothers, 
Inc.,  Nesson  Sales  Company,  Inc., 
Rochester  Stationery  Company,  Inc., 
Schwarz  Paper  Company,  M.  Seller  Com¬ 
pany,  Shrager  Brothers  Company,  Sing- 
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erman  &  Wasserman,  Inc.,  Stratton  & 
Terstegge  Company,  Inc.,  Thebault- 
Olsen  Company,  Thoreson  Sales,  Inc., 
and  Watson-Triangle  Company;  and 
their  respective  officers,  directors,  repre¬ 
sentatives,  agents  and  employees,  direct¬ 
ly  or  through  any  corporate  or  other 
device,  in  connection  with  the  purchase 
of  toys  in  commerce,  as  “commerce”  is 
defined  in  the  Clayton  Act,  do  forthwith 
cease  and  desist  from: 

Knowingly  inducing,  or  knowingly  re¬ 
ceiving  or  accepting,  any  discrimination 
in  the  price  of  such  products,  by  directly 
or  indirectly  inducing,  receiving,  or  ac¬ 
cepting  from  any  seller  a  net  price 
known  by  the  respective  respondents  to 
be  below  the  net  price  at  which  said 
products  of  like  grade  and  quality  are 
being  sold  by  such  seller  to  other  cus¬ 
tomers,  where  respondents  are  com¬ 
peting  with  such  other  customers  of  the 
seller. 

For  the  purpose  of  determining  “net 
price”  under  the  terms  of  this  order, 
there  shall  be  taken  into  account  dis¬ 
counts,  rebates,  allowances,  deductions, 
or  other  terms  and  conditions  of  sale  by 
which  net  prices  are  effected. 

It  is  ordered ,  That  the  complaint  be 
dismissed  as  to  individual  respondents 
J.  Bradbury  Fellows,  Alan  J.  Goldstein, 
William  H.  Bernstein  and  Milton  Miller, 
and  as  to  corporate  respondent  Fellows 
and  Company,  Inc. 

By  “Final  Order”,  report  of  compliance 
was  required  as  follows: 

It  is  further  ordered,  That  all  of  the 
respondents  herein,  except  those  as  to 
whom  the  complaint  has  been  dismissed, 
shall,  within  sixty  (60)  days  after  serv¬ 
ice  upon  them  of  this  order,  file  with  the 
Commission  a  report,  in  writing,  setting 
forth  in  detail  the  manner  and  form  in 
which  they  have  complied  with  the  order 
to  cease  and  desist. 

Issued:  August  26,  1960. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Robert  M.  Parrish, 

Secretary. 

[F.R.  Doc.  60-9887;  Filed,  Oct.  30,  1960; 

8:47  a.m.] 


[Docket  7461  c.o.] 

PART  13— PROHIBITED  TRADE 
PRACTICES 

Southwestern  Sugar  &  Molasses  Co. 
et  al. 

Subpart — Coercing  and  intimidating: 
§  13.345  Competitors;  §  13.350  Customers 
or  prospective  customers.  Subpart — 
Combining  or  conspiring:  §  13.397  To 
cut  off  competitor’s  supplies;  §  13.410  To 
eliminate  competition  in  conspirators’ 
goods;  §  13.430  To  enhance,  maintain  or 
unify  prices.  Subpart — Selling  and  quot¬ 
ing  on  systematic,  price  matching  basis: 
§  13.2190  Basing  points  and  delivered 
price  systems. 

(Sec.  6,  38  Stat.  721;  15  U.S.C.  46.  Interpret 
or  apply  sec.  5,  38  Stat.  719,  as  amended;  15 
TJ.S.C.  45)  [Cease  and  desist  order.  South¬ 
western  Sugar  &  Molasses  Company  (New 
York,  N.Y.)  et  al..  Docket  7461,  August  26, 
1960] 


This  proceeding  was  heard  by  a  hear¬ 
ing  examiner  on  the  complaint  of  the 
Commission  charging  a  corporation  in 
New  York  City,  several  of  its  subsidiaries 
and  affiliates,  and  other  leading  concerns 
dealing  in  “blackstrap”  molasses,  with 
concerted  price  fixing  in  the  industry, 
effected  by  use  of  a  basing-point  pricing 
system  and  other  price-fixing  formulae, 
refusing  sales  to  non-cooperating  truck¬ 
ers  and  other  competitor-customers,  di¬ 
viding  territories  into  exclusive  trading 
zones  and  accounts  among  themselves, 
confining  bids  on  available  supplies  to 
a  designated  one  of  their  number,  co¬ 
ercing  competitor-customers  to  maintain 
their  fixed  prices  and  include  their 
established  freight  charges  in  all  deliv¬ 
ered  charges  and  threatening  boycott  of 
non-cooperators;  charging  certain  of 
said  respondents  with  maintaining  “Mid¬ 
western  Terminals” — jointly  operated 
terminals  at  inland  river  points  osten¬ 
sibly  formed  for  legitimate  purposes — 
as  a  device  for  maintaining  such  fixed 
prices  and  joining  with  said  New  York 
City  parent  corporation  in  “joint  ac¬ 
count”  relationships  for  the  same  pur¬ 
pose;  and  charging  said  parent  corpora¬ 
tion  with  conspiring  to  prevent  the 
purchase  of  “blackstrap”  molasses  in 
Mexico  by  a  competitor. 

Accepting  five  separate  consent  agree¬ 
ments  from  the  parties  concerned,  the 
hearing  examiner  made  his  initial  de¬ 
cision  and  order  to  cease  and  desist 
which  became  on  August  26  the  decision 
of  the  Commission. 

The  order  to  cease  and  desist  is  as 
follows: 

It  is  ordered.  That  respondent  South¬ 
western  Sugar  and  Molasses  Company,  a 
corporation,  and  its  officers,  representa¬ 
tives,  agents  and  employees,  and  re¬ 
spondents  Lutz  H.  Frieler  and  Stanley 
J.  Posner,  individually  and  as  employees 
of  said  corporation,  and  their  repre¬ 
sentatives,  agents  and  employees ;  re¬ 
spondent  Molasses  Products,  Inc.,  a  cor¬ 
poration,  and  its  officers,  representatives, 
agents  and  employees;  respondent 
Standard  Molasses  Company,  Inc.,  a 
corporation,  and  its  officers,  representa¬ 
tives,  agents  and  employees;  respondent 
Imperial  Molasses  Company,  Ltd.,  a  cor¬ 
poration,  and  its  officers,  representatives, 
agents  and  employees ;  respondent  Peter 
G.  Berdeshevsky,  individually,  and  his 
representatives,  agents  and  employees; 
respondent  Industrial  Molasses  Corpora¬ 
tion,  a  corporation,  and  its  officers,  rep¬ 
resentatives,  agents  and  employees,  and 
respondents  Benjamin  H.  Ticknor,  n, 
Albert  A.  Teeter,  Jr.,  and  John  P.  Man- 
ard,  individually  and  as  officers  and  em¬ 
ployees  of  said  corporation,  and  their 
representatives,  agents  and  employees; 
respondent  Czamikow  Rionda  Company, 
a  corporation,  and  its  officers,  represent¬ 
atives,  agents  and  employees,  and  re¬ 
spondents  George  A.  Braga  and  Joseph 
B.  Clifford,  individually  and  as  officers 
of  said  corporation,  and  respondent  E. 
J.  Kramer,  individually,  and  their  rep¬ 
resentatives,  agents  and  employees;  re¬ 
spondent  Molasses  Trading  Company,  a 
corporation,  and  its  officers,  representa¬ 
tives,  agents  and  employees,  and  re¬ 
spondents  J.  H.  Leftwich  and  Frank  M. 
Hicks,  Jr.,  individually  and  as  officers  of 


said  corporation,  and  respondents  Harold 
Fink,  E.  J.  Kramer  and  R.  L.  McCauley, 
individually,  and  their  representatives, 
agents  and  employees;  respondent  J.  H. 
Leftwich  &  Company,  Inc.,  a  corporation, 
and  its  officers,  representatives,  agents 
and  employees,  and  respondents  J.  H. 
Leftwich  and  Frank  M.  Hicks,  Jr.,  in¬ 
dividually  and  as  officers  of  said  corpora¬ 
tion,  and  their  representatives,  agents 
and  employees;'  respondent  National 
Molasses  Company,  a  corporation,  and 
its  officers,  representatives,  agents  and 
employees,  and  respondents  Joshua 
Epstein,  Samuel  G.  Fisher,  Joseph. 
M.  Rubenstone  and  Sidney  M.  Cohen, 
individually  and  as  officers  of  said  cor¬ 
poration,  and  their  representatives, 
agents  and  employees ;  and  respondent 
Thomas  P.  Gallagher,  individually,  and 
his  representatives,  agents  and  employ¬ 
ees;  directly  or  through  any  corporate 
or  other  device,  in  or  in  connection  with 
the  offering  for  sale,  sale  and  distribu¬ 
tion  of  blackstrap  molasses  in  commerce, 
as  “commerce”  is  defined  in  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission  Act,  do  forthwith 
cease  and  desist  from  entering  into,  con¬ 
tinuing,  cooperating  in,  or  carrying  out 
any  planned  common  course  of  action, 
understanding,  agreement,  combination, 
or  conspiracy  between  or  among  any 
two  or  more  of  said  respondents,  or  be¬ 
tween  any  one  or  more  of  said  respond¬ 
ents.  and  another  or  others  not  party 
hereto,  to  do  or  perform  any  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  acts  or  practices: 

(1)  Establishing,  fixing  or  maintaining 
prices,  quotations,  terms  or  conditions  of 
sale  for  the  sale  of  blackstrap  molasses 
in  the  United  States,  or  adhering  to  any 
prices,  quotations,  terms  or  conditions 
of  sale  so  established,  fixed  or 
maintained; 

(2)  Quoting  or  selling  blackstrap 
molasses  at  prices  calculated  or  deter¬ 
mined  pursuant  to  or  in  accordance  with 
any  single  basing-point  delivered-price 
system  or  any  other  plan  or  system  of 
delivered  prices  which  includes  freight 
charges  by  any  seller  from  a  designated 
point  or  points  to  destination  other  than 
the  actual  point  of  origin  and  irrespec¬ 
tive  of  means  and  costs  of  transportation, 
resulting  in  identical  price  quotations  or 
prices  for  blackstrap  molasses  at  points 
of  quotation  or  sale  or  to  particular  pur¬ 
chasers  by  any  two  or  more  competing 
sellers  of  blackstrap  molasses  using  such 
plan  or  system. 

(3)  Entering  into,  continuing,  main¬ 
taining  or  enforcing  any  agreement  or 
understanding,  express  or  implied,  with 
any  purchaser  of  blackstrap  molasses 
concerning  the  price  at  which  such  prod¬ 
uct  is  to  be  resold  by  such  purchaser  or 
by  which  such  purchaser  agrees  or  under¬ 
takes  to  include  in  any  delivered  price 
or  price  quotation  any  freight  or  other 
charge  which  is  different  from  the  actual 
cost  incurred. 

(4)  Persuading,  inducing,  coercing, 
intimidating,  compelling,  or  attempting 
to  influence  any  purchaser  of  blackstrap 
molasses: 

(a)  To  adopt,  maintain,  or  sell  or  offer 
to  sell  such  product  at  any  particular 
price  or  prices;  or 

(b)  To  include  in  any  delivered  price 
or  price  quotation  any  freight  or  other 
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charge  which  is  different  from  the  actual 
cost  incurred. 

(5)  Threatening  to  boycott,  attempt¬ 
ing  to  boycott  or  boycotting  any  pur¬ 
chaser  or  prospective  purchaser  of  black¬ 
strap  molasses. 

(6)  Designating  territories  or  accounts 
as  exclusive  trading  territories  or  ac¬ 
counts  for  any  of  the  respondents  or  any 
competing  seller  of  blackstrap  molasses. 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  respondent 
Southwestern  Sugar  and  Molasses  Com¬ 
pany,  a  corporation,  and  its  officers,  rep¬ 
resentatives,  agents  and  employees  and 
respondents  Lutz  H.  Prieler  and  Stanley 
J.  Posner,  individually  and  as  employees 
of  said  corporation,  and  their  repre¬ 
sentatives,  agents  and  employees;  re¬ 
spondent  Molasses  Products,  Inc.,  a  cor¬ 
poration,  and  its  officers,  representatives, 
agents  and  employees;  respondent 
Standard  Molasses  Company,  Inc.,  a 
corporation  and  its  officers,  repre¬ 
sentatives,  agents  and  employees;  re¬ 
spondent  Imperial  Molasses  Company, 
Ltd.,  a  corporation,  and  its  officers,  rep¬ 
resentatives,  agents  and  employees;  re¬ 
spondent  Peter  O.  Berdeshevsky,  in¬ 
dividually,  and  his  representatives, 
agents  and  employees;  respondent 
Czamikow  Rionda  Company,  a  corpo¬ 
ration,  and  its  officers,  representatives, 
agents  and  employees,  and  respondents 
George  A.  Braga  and  Joseph  B.  Clifford, 
individually  and  as  officers  of  said  cor¬ 
poration,  and  respondent  E.  J.  Kramer, 
individually,  and  their  representatives, 
agents  and  employees;  respondent 
Molasses  Trading  Company,  a  corpora¬ 
tion,  and  its  officers,  representatives, 
agents  and  employees,  and  respondents 
J.  H.  Leftwich  and  Prank  M.  Hicks,  Jr., 
individually  and  as  officers  of  said  cor¬ 
poration,  and  respondents  Harold  Fink, 
E.  J.  Kramer  and  R.  L.  McCauley,  in¬ 
dividually,  and  their  representatives, 
agents  and  employees;  respondent  J.  H. 
Leftwich  &  Company,  Inc.,  a  corpo¬ 
ration,  and  its  officers,  representatives, 
agents  and  employees,  and  respondents 
J.  H.  Leftwich  and  Frank  M.  Hicks,  Jr., 
individually  and  as  officers  of  said  cor¬ 
poration,  and  their  representatives, 
agents  and  employees;  and  respondent 
Thomas  P.  Gallagher,  individually,  and 
his  representatives,  agents  and  employ¬ 
ees;  directly  or  through  any  corporate  or 
other  device,  in  or  in  connection  with  the 
offering  for  sale,  sale  and  distribution 
of  blackstrap  molasses  in  commerce,  as 
“commerce”  is  defined  in  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission  Act,  do  forthwith 
cease  and  desist  from  entering  into,  con¬ 
tinuing,  cooperating  in,  or  carrying  out 
any  planned  common  course  of  action, 
understanding,  agreement,  combination, 
or  conspiracy  between  or  among  any  two 
or  more  of  said  respondents,  or  between 
any  one  or  more  of  said  respondents  and 
another  or  others  not  party  hereto,  to 
do  or  perform  the  following:  Designating 
supplies  of  blackstrap  molasses  in  the 
United  States  or  any  Territory  thereof 
as  available  for  purchase  by  only  one 
or  more  of  the  respondents  or  any  com¬ 
peting  seller  of  blackstrap  molasses, 
thereby  precluding  open  and  competitive 
bidding  therefor. 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  respondent 
Southwestern  Sugar  and  Molasses  Com¬ 
pany,  a  corporation,  and  its  officers. 


representatives,  agents  and  employees, 
and  respondents  Lutz  H.  Frieler  and 
Stanley  J.  Posner,  individually  and  as 
employees  of  said  corporation,  and  their 
representatives,  agents  and  employees; 
respondent  Molasses  Products,  Inc.,  a 
corporation,  and  its  officers,  representa¬ 
tives,  agents  and  employees;  respondent 
Standard  Molasses  Company,  Inc.,  a 
corporation,  and  its  officers,  representa¬ 
tives,  agents  and  employees;  respondent 
Imperial  Molasses  Company,  Ltd.,  a 
corporation,  and  its  officers,  representa¬ 
tives,  agents  and  employees;  respondent 
Peter  G.  Berdeshevsky,  individually, 
and  his  representatives,  agents  and 
employees;  respondent  Industrial  Mo¬ 
lasses  Corporation,  a  corporation,  and 
its  officers,  representatives,  agents  and 
employees,  and  respondents  Benjamin 
H.  Ticknor,  n,  Albert  A.  Teeter,  Jr.,  and 
John  P.  Manard,  individually  and  as 
officers  and  employees  of  said  corpora¬ 
tion,  and  their  representatives,  agents 
and  employees;  respondent  National 
Molasses  Company,  a  corporation,  and 
its  officers,  representatives,  agents  and 
employees,  and  respondents  Joshua  Ep¬ 
stein,  Samuel  G.  Fisher,  Joseph  M. 
Rubenstone  and  Sidney  M.  Cohen,  in¬ 
dividually  and  as  officers  of  said  corpo¬ 
ration,  and  their  representatives,  agents 
and  employees;  and  respondent  Thomas 
P.  Gallagher,  individually,  and  his  repre¬ 
sentatives,  agents  and  employees;  di¬ 
rectly  or  through  any  corporate  or  other 
device,  in  or  in  connection  with  the 
offering  for  sale,  sale  and  distribution 
of  blackstrap  molasses  in  commerce,  as 
“commerce”  is  defined  in  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission  Act,  do  forthwith 
cease  and  desist  from  entering  into, 
continuing,  cooperating  in,  or  carrying 
out  any  planned  common  course  of  ac¬ 
tion,  understanding,  agreement,  com¬ 
bination,  or  conspiracy  between  or 
among  any  two  or  more  of  said  respond¬ 
ents,  or  between  any  one  or  more  of 
said  respondents  and  another  or  others 
not  party  hereto,  to  do  or  perform  the 
following:  Continuing  the  joint  venture 
known  as  “Midwestern  Terminals”. 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  respondent 
Southwestern  Sugar  and  Molasses  Com¬ 
pany,  a  corporation,  and  its  officers,  rep¬ 
resentatives,  agents  and  employees,  and 
respondents  Lutz  H.  Frieler  and  Stanley 
J.  Posner,  individually  and  as  employees 
of  said  corporation,  their  representa¬ 
tives,  agents  and  employees;  and  re¬ 
spondent  Peter  G.  Berdeshevsky,  indi¬ 
vidually,  and  his  representatives,  agents 
and  employees,  in  or  in  connection  with 
the  offering  for  sale,  sale  or  distribution 
of  molasses  in  commerce,  as  “commerce” 
is  defined  in  the  Federal  Trade  Com¬ 
mission  Act,  do  forthwith  cease  and 
desist  from  entering  into,  continuing, 
cooperating  in,  or  carrying  out  any  con¬ 
spiracy  with  Compania  de  Mieles  de 
Mexico,  S.A.  (a  Mexican  corporation), 
or  with  any  other  corporation  or  per¬ 
son,  involving  the  malicious  interference 
with  any  other  corporation’s  or  person’s 
supply  of,  or  the  prevention  by  other 
unlawful  means  of  the  purchase  of, 
blackstrap  molasses  intended  for  resale 
in  the  United  States. 

It  is  further  ordered,  That  respondent 
Southwestern  Sugar  and  Molasses  Com¬ 


pany,  a  corporation,  and  its  officers,  rep¬ 
resentatives,  agents  and  employees,  and 
respondents  Lutz  H.  Frieler  and  Stanley 
J.  Posner,  individually  and  as  employees 
of  said  corporation,  and  their  repre¬ 
sentatives,  agents  and  employees;  re¬ 
spondent  Molasses  Products,  Inc.,  a  cor¬ 
poration,  and  its  officers,  representatives, 
agents  and  employees;  respondent 
Standard  Molasses  Company,  Inc.,  a 
corporation,  and  its  officers,  representa¬ 
tives,  agents  and  employees;  respondent 
Imperial  Molasses  Company,  Ltd.,  a 
corporation,  and  its  officers,  representa¬ 
tives,  agents  and  employees;  respondent 
Peter  G.  Berdeshevsky,  individually, 
and  his  representatives,  agents  and  em¬ 
ployees;  respondent  Industrial  Molasses 
Corporation,  a  corporation,  and  its  offi¬ 
cers,  representatives,  agents  and  em¬ 
ployees,  and  respondents  Benjamin  H. 
Ticknor,  n,  Albert  A.  Teeter,  Jr.,  and 
John  P.  Manard,  individually  and  as  offi¬ 
cers  and  employees  of  said  corporation, 
and  their  representatives,  agents  and 
employees;  respondent  Czarnikow  Ri¬ 
onda  Company,  a  corporation,  and  its 
officers,  representatives,  agents  and  em¬ 
ployees,  and  respondents  George  A. 
Braga  and  Joseph  B.  Clifford,  individu¬ 
ally  and  as  officers  of  said  corporation, 
and  respondent  E.  J.  Kramer,  individu¬ 
ally,  and  their  representatives,  agents 
and  employees;  respondent  Molasses 
Trading  Company,  a  corporation,  and  its 
officers,  representatives,  agents  and  em¬ 
ployees,  and  respondents  J.  H.  Leftwich 
and  Frank  M.  Hicks,  Jr.,  individually 
and  as  officers  of  said  corporation,  and 
respondents  Harold  Fink,  E.  J.  Kramer 
and  R.  L.  McCauley,  individually,  and 
their  representatives,  agents  and  em¬ 
ployees,  respondent  J.  H.  Leftwich  & 
Company,  Inc.,  a  corporation,  and  its 
officers,  representatives,  agents  and  em¬ 
ployees,  and  respondents  J.  H.  Leftwich 
and  Frank  M.  Hicks,  Jr.,  individually 
and  as  officers  of  said  corporation,  and 
their  representatives,  agents  and  em¬ 
ployees;  respondent  National  Molasses 
Company,  a  corporation,  and  its  officers, 
representatives,  agents  and  employees, 
and  respondents  Joshua  Epstein,  Samuel 
G.  Fisher,  Joseph  M.  Rubenstone  and 
Sidney  M.  Cohen,  individually  and  as  of¬ 
ficers  of  said  corporation,  and  their  rep¬ 
resentatives,  agents  and  employees;  and 
respondent  Thomas  P.  Gallagher,  indi¬ 
vidually,  and  his  representatives,  agents 
and  employees,  in  or  in  connection  with 
the  offering  for  sale,  sale  or  distribu¬ 
tion  of  blackstrap  molasses  in  commerce, 
as  “commerce”  is  defined  in  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission  Act,  do  forthwith 
cease  and  desist,  for  a  period  of  five 
years  following  the  entry  of  this  order 
by  the  Federal  Trade  Commission,  from 
quoting  or  selling  such  product  at  prices 
calculated  or  determined  pursuant  to  or 
in  accordance  with  any  single  basing- 
point  delivered-price  system  which  re¬ 
sults  in  identical  price  quotations  or 
prices  for  blackstrap  molasses  at  points 
of  quotations  or  sale  or  to  particular 
purchasers  by  any  two  or  more  compet¬ 
ing  sellers  of  blackstrap  molasses  using 
such  plan  or  system. 

Provided,  however,  That  nothing 
herein  contained  shall  be  deemed  or  con¬ 
strued  to  prohibit  any  of  the  above 
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named  corporate  respondents  from  en¬ 
tering  into  or  maintaining  any  bona  fide 
intra-corporate  or  intra-enterprise  ac¬ 
tivities  with  its  officers,  directors,  em¬ 
ployees,  principals,  agents,  subsidiaries 
or  business  affiliates  relating  to  the  sole 
and  separate  intra-corporate  or  intra¬ 
enterprise  business  of  said  corporate  re¬ 
spondent  when  it  can  show  (1)  that  it 
is  not  in  competition  with  said  officers, 
directors,  employees,  principals,  agents, 
subsidiaries  or  business  affiliates;  and 

(2)  that  the  transactions  covered  by  the 
intra-corporate  or  intra-enterprise  ac¬ 
tivities  relate  solely  to  the  internal 
operations  (intra-corporate  or  intra¬ 
enterprise)  of  said  corporate  respondent, 
and  do  not  include  or  involve  any  com¬ 
petitor  or  competitors  of  said  respondent 
or  its  officers,  directors,  employees,  prin¬ 
cipals,  agents,  subsidiaries  or  business 
affiliates. 

It  is  further  ordered,  That  the  com¬ 
plaint  herein  be,  and  the  same  hereby 
is.  dismissed  without  prejudice  as  to  the 
respondents  Abram  I.  Kaplan  (incor¬ 
rectly  named  in  the  complaint  as  Abra¬ 
ham  I.  Kaplan),  Compania  De  Mieles 
De  Mexico,  S.A.,  and  New  Mexico  Tim¬ 
ber  Company,  subject  to  this  decision’s 
becoming  the  decision  of  the  Commission 
as  to  the  other  respondents  in  this  pro¬ 
ceeding. 

By  “Pinal  Order”,  report  of  compliance 
was  required  as  follows: 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  all  of  the 
respondents  herein,  except  those  as  to 
whom  the  complaint  has  been  dismissed, 
shall,  within  sixty  (60)  days  after  service 
upon  them  of  this  order,  file  with  the 
Commission  a  report,  in  writing,  setting 
forth  in  detail  the  manner  and  form  in 
which  they  have  complied  with  the  order 
to  cease  and  desist. 

Issued:  August  26, 1960. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Robert  M.  Parrish, 

Secretary. 

[P.R.  Doc.  60-9888;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  I960; 

8:48  am.] 

Title  20— EMPLOYEES’ BENEFITS 

Chapter  III — Bureau  of  Old-Age  and 

Survivors  Insurance,  Social  Security 

Administration,  Department  of 

Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 

[Reg.  No.  4,  further  amended] 

PART  404 — FEDERAL  OLD-AGE  AND 

SURVIVORS  INSURANCE  (1950- 

Substantial  Services 

Regulations  No.  4,  as  amended,  of  the 
Social  Security  Administration  (20  CFR 
404.1  et  seq.)  are  further  amended  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

1.  Section  404.416  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

§  404.416  Definition  of  “substantial 
services.” 

(a)  General.  An  individual  is  pre¬ 
sumed  to  have  rendered  substantial  serv¬ 
ices  in  each  month  in  his  taxable  year 


unless  he  submits  evidence  (see  para¬ 
graph  (b)  of  this  section)  establishing 
that  in  any  month  in  such  taxable  year 
he  did  not  render  substantial  services 
with  respect  to  any  trade  or  business  the 
net  income  or  loss  of  which  is  includible 
in  computing  his  earnings,  as  defined  in 
§  404.417.  Even  though  an  individual 
performs  some  services  in  a  trade  or  busi¬ 
ness  in  any  month  such  services  will  not 
be  considered  to  be  substantial  where  the 
evidence  submitted  shows  the  individual 
may  reasonably  be  considered  retired  in 
that  month.  In  determining  whether  an 
individual  has  or  has  not  performed  sub¬ 
stantial  services  in  any  month  the  follow¬ 
ing  factors  are  considered: 

( 1 )  The  amount  of  time  the  individual 
devoted  to  any  trade  or  business, 

(2)  The  nature  of  the  services  ren¬ 
dered  by  the  individual, 

(3)  The  relationship  of  the  individ¬ 
ual’s  activity  performed  prior  to  the  time 
he  allegedly  retired  with  that  performed 
thereafter, 

(4)  The  presence  or  absence  of  a  paid 
manager,  a  partner,  or  a  family  member 
who  manages  the  business. 

(5)  The  type  of  business  establish¬ 
ment  that  is  involved, 

(6)  The  amount  of  capital  invested 
in  the  trade  or  business,  and 

(7)  The  seasonal  nature  of  the  trade 
or  business. 

(b)  Evidentiary  requirements.  An  in¬ 
dividual  who  alleges  that  he  did  not  ren¬ 
der  substantial  services  in  any  month  or 
months  shall  submit  detailed  informa¬ 
tion  as  to  the  operation  of  the  trade  or 
business,  including  the  individual’s  ac¬ 
tivities  in  connection  therewith.  When 
requested  to  do  so  by  the  Administration, 
the  individual  shall  also  submit  such 
additional  statements,  information  and 
other  evidence  as  the  Administration 
may  consider  necessary  for  a  proper  de¬ 
termination  as  to  whether  such  individ¬ 
ual  rendered  substantial  services  in  self- 
employment.  Failure  of  the  individual 
to  submit  the  requested  statements,  in¬ 
formation  or  other  evidence  shall  be  a 
basis  for  a  determination  that  such  in¬ 
dividual  rendered  substantial  services  in 
self-employment  during  the  period  or 
periods  in  question. 

2.  Section  404.416a  is  added  after 
§  404.416,  to  read  as  follows: 

§  404.416a  Evaluation  of  factors  in¬ 
volved  in  substantial  services  test. 

In  determining  whether  an  individ¬ 
ual’s  services  are  substantial  considera¬ 
tion  will  be  given  to  the  following  factors: 

(a)  Amount  of  time  devoted  to  self - 
employment.  Consideration  shall  first 
be  given  to  the  amount  of  time  the  self- 
employed  individual  devotes  to  any  trade 
or  business,  the  net  income  or  loss  of 
which  is  includible  in  computing  his 
earnings  as  defined  in  §  404.417.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  paragraph  (a) ,  time  de¬ 
voted  to  a  trade  or  business  shall  include 
all  the  time  spent  by  the  individual  in 
any  activity,  whether  physical  or  mental, 
at  the  place  of  business  or  elsewhere  in 
furtherance  of  such  trade  or  business. 
This  shall  include,  among  other  things, 
time  spent  in  advising  and  planning  as 
to  the  operation  of  the  business,  making 
business  contacts  and  attending  meet¬ 


ings,  and  preparing  and  maintaining  the 
facilities  of  the  business.  All  time  spent 
at  the  place  of  business  which  cannot 
reasonably  be  considered  unrelated  to 
business  activities  shall  be  considered 
time  devoted  to  the  trade  or  business.  In 
considering  the  weight  to  be  given  to  the 
time  devoted  to  any  trade  or  business  the 
following  rules  shall  be  applied: 

(1)  Forty-five  hours  or  less  in  a  month 
devoted  to  trade  or  business.  Where  the 
individual  establishes  that  the  time  de¬ 
voted  to  any  trade  or  business  during  a 
calendar  month  was  not  more  than  45 
hours,  it  will  be  found  that  the  individ¬ 
ual’s  services  in  such  month  are  not  sub¬ 
stantial  in  the  absence  of  other  factors 
(see  paragraphs  (b) ,  (c)  and  (d)  of  this 
section) ,  which  would  make  such  a  find¬ 
ing  unreasonable.  For  example,  an  in¬ 
dividual  who  worked  only  20  hours  in  a 
month  might  nevertheless  be  found  to 
have  rendered  substantial  services  if  he 
was  managing  a  sizable  business  or  en¬ 
gaging  in  a  highly  skilled  occupation. 

(2)  More  than  45  hours  in  a  month 
devoted  to  a  trade  or  business.  Where 
an  individual  devotes  more  than  45  hours 
to  any  trade  or  business  during  a  calen¬ 
dar  month,  it  will  be  found  that  such 
individual’s  services  in  such  month  are 
substantial  unless  such  individual  sub¬ 
mits  evidence  establishing  that  he  could 
reasonably  be  considered  retired  in  the 
month  and  therefore,  that  such  services 
were  not  in  fact  substantial. 

(b)  Nature  of  services  rendered.  Con¬ 
sideration  shall  also  be  given  to  the  na¬ 
ture  of  the  services  rendered  by  the 
incfividual  in  any  case  where  the  services 
are  so  important  to  the  business  that  a 
finding  based  on  time  alone  (see  para¬ 
graph  (a)  of  this  section)  that  such 
individual  was  retired  would  be  unrea¬ 
sonable.  The  more  highly  skilled  and 
valuable  his  services  in  self-employment 
are,  the  more  likely  the  individual  ren¬ 
dering  such  services  could  not  reason¬ 
ably  be  considered  retired.  The  fact 
that  services  are  performed  regularly 
shall  be  evidence  tending  to  show  that 
the  person  performing  the  services  was 
not  retired.  Services  shall  be  consid¬ 
ered  in  relation  to  the  technical  and 
management  needs  of  the  business  in 
which  they  are  rendered.  Thus,  skilled 
services  of  a  managerial  or  technical  na¬ 
ture  may  be  so  important  to  the  conduct 
of  a  sizeable  business  that  such  services 
would  be  substantial  even  though  the 
time  required  to  render  the  services  is 
considerably  less  than  45  hours. 

(c)  Comparison  of  services  rendered 
prior  to  and  after  retirement.  Where 
consideration  of  the  factors  of  time  de¬ 
voted  to  a  trade  or  business  (see  para¬ 
graph  (a)  of  this  section)  and  nature  of 
services  rendered  (see  paragraph  (b)  of 
this  section)  is  not  sufficient  to  estab¬ 
lish  whether  or  not  an  individual’s  serv¬ 
ices  were  substantial,  consideration  shall 
be  given  to  the  relationship  of  the  serv¬ 
ices  rendered  by  such  individual  during 
the  period  in  question  to  the  services  he 
performed  prior  to  his  “retirement.”  A 
significant  reduction  in  the  amount  or 
importance  of  services  rendered  in  the 
business  shall  constitute  evidence  tend¬ 
ing  to  show  that  the  individual  is  re¬ 
tired;  absence  of  such  reduction  shall 
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constitute  evidence  tending  to  show  that 
such  individual  is  not  retired. 

(d)  Setting  in  which  services  per¬ 
formed.  Where  consideration  of  the 
factors  described  in  paragraphs  (a),  (b) 
and  (c)  of  this  section  is  not  sufficient 
to  establish  that  an  individual’s  services 
in  self  -employment  were  or  were  not 
substantial  all  other  factors  shall  also 
be  considered.  The  presence  or  absence 
of  a  manager,  the  kind  and  size_of  the 
business,  the  amount  of  capital  invested 
and  whether  or  not  the  business  is  sea¬ 
sonal,  as  well  as  any  other  pertinent 
factors  shall  be  considered  in  determin¬ 
ing  whether  the  individual’s  services  are 
such  that  he  can  reasonably  be  consid¬ 
ered  to  be  retired. 

(Sec.  203(e),  64  Stat.  489,  as  amended,  sec¬ 
tion  205(a).  53  Stat.  1368,  as  amended,  sec¬ 
tion  1102,  49  Stat.  647,  as  amended;  42  U.S.C. 
403(e),  405(a),  1302;  section  5  of  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Plan  No.  1  of  1953,  67  Stat.  18.  In¬ 
terprets  section  203(e),  64  Stat.  489,  as 
amended;  42  U.S.C.  403(e)) 

Dated:  October  10,  1960. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Meyers, 

Acting  Commissioner  of 
Social  Security. 

Approved:  October  13,  1960. 

Bertha  Adkins, 

Acting  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education ,  and  Welfare.  ' 

IF.R.  Doc.  60-9895;  Piled,  Oct.  20,  1960; 

8:49  am.] 


Title  39— POSTAL  SERVICE 

Chapter  I — Post  Office  Department 

PART  1 68 — DIRECTORY  OF 
INTERNATIONAL  MAIL 

International  Mail  Regulations 

The  regulations  of  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment  in  Part  168 — Directory  of  In¬ 
ternational  Mail,  are  amended  by  mak¬ 
ing  the  following  changes  in  §  168.5 
Individual  country  regulations: 

I.  In  country  “Albania”,  under  Parcel 
Post,  strike  out  the  item  “Air  parcel 
post.  No  service.”;  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

Air  parcel  rates.  $1.61  first  4  ounces; 
$0.52  each  additional  4  ounces. 

n.  In  country  “French  Polynesia”, 
under  Parcel  Post,  strike  out  the  item 
"Air  parcel  post.  No  service.”;  and  in¬ 
sert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

Air  parcel  rates.  $1.61  first  4  ounces; 
$0.92  each  additional  4  ounces. 

III.  In  country  “Mauritius  and  De¬ 
pendencies  (Including  Rodrigues)”,  un¬ 
der  Parcel  Post,  strike  out  the  item  “Air 
parcel  post.  No  service.”;  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

Air  Parcel  rates.  $1.40  first  4  ounces; 
$0.85  each  additional  4  ounces. 

IV.  In  country  “Portuguese  West 
Africa”,  as  amended  by  Federal  Register 
document  60-6615,  25  F.R.  6758-6759, 
under  Parcel  Post,  amend  the  item  Air 


parcel  rates  for' “Angola  and  Guinea”  to 
read  as  follows: 

Air  parcel  rates.  Angola — $1.45  first  4 
ounces;  $0.83  each  additional  4  ounces. 
Guinea— -$1.24  first  4  ounces;  $0.56  each 
additional  4  ounces. 

V.  In  country  “Seychelles”,  under 
Parcel  Post,  strike  out  the  item  “Air 
parcel  post.  No  service.”;  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

Air  parcel  rates.  $1.11  first  4  ounces; 
$0.76  each  additional  4  ounces. 

VI.  In  country  “Venezuela  (Republic 
of)  ”,  under  Postal  Union  Mail,  the  item 
Prohibitions  is  amended  by  deleting  the 
first  paragraph;  and  by  inserting  “Coins” 
in  the  second  paragraph  therein.  As  so 
amended,  the  item  reads  as  follows: 

Prohibitions.  Coins,  banknotes,  paper 
money,  or  any  instruments  of  value  pay¬ 
able  to  bearer.  . 

Articles  prohibited  as  Parcel  Post  are 
prohibited  in  the  Postal  Union  Mail. 

(R.S.  161,  as  amended,  secs.  501,  505,  Pub. 
Law  86-682  (74  Stat.  580,  581);  5  U.S.C.  22, 
39  U.S.  Code  501,  505) 

[seal]  Herbert  B.  Warburton, 
General  Counsel. 

[P.R.  Doc.  60-9897;  Piled,  Oct.  20,  1960; 
8:49  am.] 


Title  49— TRANSPORTATION 

Chapter  I — Interstate  Commerce 
Commission 

SUBCHAPTER  A — GENERAL  RULES  AND 
REGULATIONS 

PART  1 — GENERAL  RULES  OF 
PRACTICE 

Filing  of  Applications 

At  a  general  session  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  held  at  its  office 
in  Washington,  Die.,  on  the  11th  day  of 
October  A.D.  1960. 

It  appearing,  that  the  matter  of  Spe¬ 
cial  Rules  Governing  (1)  notice  of  filing 
of  applications  by  motor  carriers  of  per¬ 
sons  or  property  under  sections  206(a) 

(4) ,  206(a)(5);  209(a)(4),  and  209(a) 

(5)  ,  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  as 
amended,  July  12,  1960,  (2)  notice  of 
filing  of  applications  by  water  carriers 
of  persons  or  property  under  sections 
309(a)  and  309(f)  of  the  Act,  as  amend¬ 
ed  July  12,  1960,  and  (3)  notice  of  filing 
of  applications  by  freight  forwarders 
under  sections  410(a)  (2)  and  410(a)  (3) 
of  the  Act,  as  amended  July  12,  1960, 
and  certain  other  procedural  matters 
with  respect  thereto  being  under  con¬ 
sideration: 

It  further  appearing,  that  Special 
Rules  governing  notice  of  filing  applica¬ 
tions  by  motor  carriers  of  property  under 
section  7(c)  of  the  Transportation  Act 
of  1958,  and  certain  other  procedural 
matters  with  respect  thereto,  have  been 
prescribed  by  order  of  December  31, 
1958; 

It  is  ordered.  That  the  title  of  §  1.243 
and  paragraphs  (a)  and  (c)  (1)  be 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 


'  S  1.243  Special  Rules  governing  notice 
of  filing  of  applications  by  motor 
carriers  of  property  under  section 
7(c)  of  the  Transportation  Act  of 
1958,  by  motor  and  water  carriers  of 
persons  and  property  under  sections 
206(a)(4),  206(a)(5),  209(a)(4), 
209(a)(5),  309(a)  and  309(f),  and 
by  freight  forwarders  of  property 
under  sections  410(a)(2)  and  410 
(a)(3)  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Act,  as  amended  July  12,  1960,  and 
certain  other  procedural  matters 
with  respect  thereto. 

(a)  Scope  of  special  rules.  These 
special  rules  govern  the  filing  and  han¬ 
dling  of  “grandfather”  and  “interim”  ap¬ 
plications  by  motor  carriers  of  property 
under  section  7(c)  of  the  Transportation 
Act  of  1958,  by  motor  and  water  carriers 
of  persons  and  property  under  sections 
206(a)(4),  206(a)(5),  209(a)(4),  209 
(a)  (5) ,  309(a)  and  309(f) ,  and  by  freight 
forwarders  of  property  under  sections 
410(a)(2),  and  410(a)(3)  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  Commerce  Act,  as  amended  July 
12,  1960.  Except  as  otherwise  herein 
provided,  the  general  rules  of  practice 
shall  apply. 

***** 

(c)  Protests.  (1)  Protests  to  the 
granting  of  an  application  shall  be  filed 
with  the  Commission  within  30  days 
after  the  date  notice  of  the  filing  of  the 
application  is  published  in  the  Federal 
Register,  except  protests  to  the  granting 
of  an  application  involving  operations 
from,  to,  or  between  points  in  Alaska  or 
Hawaii  shall  be  filed  with  the  Commis¬ 
sion  within  75  days  after  the  date  notice 
of  the  filing  of  the  application  is  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Federal  Register. 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  this  order 
shall  become  effective  on  the  date  hereof. 

And  it  is  further  ordered.  That  notice 
of  this  order  shall  be  given  to  the  general 
public  by  depositing  a  copy  in  the  Office 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Commission, 
Washington,  D.C.,  and  by  filing  a  copy 
with  the  Director,  Office  of  the  Federal 
Register. 

(Secs.  12,  17.  24  Stat.  383,  as  amended,  385, 
as  amended,  secs.  204,  -205,  49  Stat.  546,  as 
amended,  548,  as  amended,  sec.  304,  54  Stat. 
933,  sec.  403,  56  Stat.  285;  and  49  U.S.C.  12, 

17.  304,  305,  904,  1003) 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Harold  D.  McCoy, 

Secretary. 

{FR.  Doc.  60-9905;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 

8:50  a.m.] 


PART  7— LIST  OF  FORMS,  PART  II 
INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  ACT 

Forms  of  Application  for  “Grand¬ 
father”  Alaska  Certificate  or  Permit 
and  Hawaii  Freight  Forwarder  Per¬ 
mit  1 

At  a  session  of  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Commission,  Division  1,  held  at  its 
office  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  the  29th 
day  of  September  A.D.  1960. 

Pursuant  to  sections  206(a)(4),  206 
(a)(5),  209(a)(4),  209(a)(5),  309(a), 
309(f),  410(a)  (2),  and  410(a)  (3)  of  the 


1  Piled  as  part  of  the  original  document. 
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Friday ,  October  21,  1960 

Interstate  Commerce  Act,  as  amended 
July  12,  1960,  and  good  cause  therefor 
appearing,  the  use  of  new  forms  for 
applications  for  motor  carrier,  water 
carrier,  and  freight  forwarder  “grand¬ 
father”  certificates  and  permits,  involv¬ 
ing  motor  and  water  carrier  operations 
from,  to,  or  between  points  in  Alaska, 
and  Alaska  and  Hawaii  freight  forwarder 
service,  being  under  consideration: 

It  is  ordered.  That  Application  For 
“Grandfather”  Alaska  Certificate  Or 
Permit  And  Hawaii  Freight  Forwarder 
Permit,  Form  BOR  98  (49  CFR  7.98), 
which  is  attached  hereto  and  incorpo¬ 
rated  into  this  order,  be,  and  it  is  hereby 
prescribed  and  approved. 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  49  CFR 
Part  7,  be,  and  it  is  hereby,  amended  by 
adding  §  7.98  BOR  98  to  read  as  follows: 

§  7.98  BOR  98 — Application  for 

“Grandfather”  Alaska  Certificate  or 
Permit  and  Hawaii  Freight  Forwarder 
Permit,  Form  BOR  98,  to  be  used  by 
common  or  contract  carriers  by  mo¬ 
tor  vehicle  or  by  water  (or  their  suc¬ 
cessors  in  interest)  engaged  on  Au¬ 
gust  26,  1958;  and  since  that  time 
in  transportation  subject  to  section 
206(a) (4),  206(a) (5),  209(a) (4), 
209(a)(5),  and  section  309(a)  and 
309(f)  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Act,  as  amended  July  12,  1960,  by 
freight  forwarders  (or  their  succes¬ 
sors  in  interest)  engaged  on  August 
26,  1958,  and  since  that  time  in 
service  subject  to  section  410(a)  (2) 
of  the  Act,  as  amended  July  12,  1960, 
and  by  freight  forwarders  (or  their 
successors  in  interest)  engaged  on 
June  27,  1959,  and  since  that  time, 
in  service  subject  to  section  410(a) 
(3)  of  the  Act,  as  amended  July  12, 
1960. 

And  it  is  further  ordered.  That  Form 
BOR  98  (49  CFR  7.98)  be  filed  on  or  be¬ 
fore  December  31, 1960,  at  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  Washington  25, 
D.C. 

And  it  is  further  ordered.  That  notice 
of  this  order  shall  be  given  to  the  general 
public  by  depositing  a  copy  thereof  in  the 
office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion,  Washington,  D.C.,  and  by  filing  a 
copy  with  the  Director,  Office  of  the 
Federal  Register. 

(Sec.  204,  206(a)(4),  206(a)(6),  209(a)(4), 
209(a) (5) ,  304,  309(a) , 309(f) ,  403,  410(a) (2) , 
410(a)(3),  49  UJS.C.  304,  306(a)(4),  306(a) 
(5),  30Q'a)(4),  309(a)(5),  904,  909(a),  909 
(f) ,  1003,  1010(a) ,  and  1010(f) ,  secs.  1,  2,  4,  5, 
and  6,  Public  Law  86-615) 

By  the  Commission,  division  1. 

I  seal  1  Harold  D.  McCoy, 

Secretary. 

[P.R.  Doc.  60-9906;  Piled,  Oct.  20,  1960; 

8:50  a.m.) 


SUBCHAPTER  B — CARRIERS  BY  MOTOR  VEHICLE 

(Ex  Parte  No.  MC-40] 

PART  193— PARTS  AND  ACCES¬ 
SORIES  NECESSARY  FOR  SAFE 
OPERATION 

Equipment 

Correction 

In  F.R.  Doc.  60-9628,  appearing  at  page 
9837  of  the  issue  for  Friday,  October  14, 
No.  206 - 3 


FEDERAL  REGISTER 

1960,  the  words  “signal  lamp”  in  §  193.12 

(a)  should  read  “single  lamp”. 


Title  42— PUBLIC  HEALTH 

Chapter  I — Public  Health  Service, 
Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare 

SUBCHAPTER  C — MEDICAL  CARE  AND 
EXAMINATIONS 

PART  36— INDIAN  HEALTH 

Contagious  and  Infectious  Diseases 

Notice  of  proposed  rule  making  having 
been  published  in  the  Federal  Register 
on  June  21, 1960  (25  F.R.  5589)  and  con¬ 
sideration  having  been  given  to  all  rele¬ 
vant  matters  presented,  the  amendment 
to  this  subpart  jset  out  below  is  hereby 
adopted.  Such  amendment  shall  become 
effective  30  days  following  publication  in 
the  Federal  Register. 

Part  36 — Indian  Health  is  amended  by 
adding  the  following  new  subpart: 

Subpart  D — Contagious  and  Infectious  Diseases 

Tuberculosis 

Sec.  * 

36.30  Applicability. 

36.31  Commitment  of  Indians  afflicted  with 

tuberculosis. 

36.32  Retention  of  custody;  utilization  of 

law  enforcement  authorities. 

36.33  Discharge  of  patients. 

36.34  Transfer  of  patients. 

Authority:  S$  36.30  to  36.34  are  issued  un¬ 
der  sec.  3,  68  Stat.  674,  42  Stat.  208;  42  U.S.C. 
2003,  25  U.S.C.  13.  Interpret  or  apply  sec. 
1,  38  Stat.  584;  25  U.S.C.  198. 

Subpart  D — Contagious  and  Infectious 
Diseases 

Tuberculosis 
§  36.30  Applicability. 

The  regulations  in  this  subpart  relative 
to  the  commitment  of  Indians  afflicted 
with  tuberculosis  apply  only  to  Indian 
reservations  where  effective  procedures 
for  the  commitment  of  persons  afflicted 
with  tuberculosis  are  not  available  under 
the  laws  of  the  State  in  which  the  reser¬ 
vation  is  located. 

§  36.31  Commitment  of  Indians  afflicted 
with  tuberculosis. 

(a)  Upon  a  determination  by  a  tribal 
court  or  other  Indian  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction  that  an  Indian  within  its 
jurisdiction  has  tuberculosis  in  a  com¬ 
municable  form  and  that  under  appli¬ 
cable  tribal  law  such  Indian  may  be 
committed  to  a  hospital  or  other  place 
for  medical  treatment,  the  Area  Medical 
Officer  in  Charge  may,  upon  request  of 
such  court,  certify  that  facilities  and 
services  of  the  Public  Health  Service  are 
available  to  provide  necessary  medical 
treatment  for  the  Indian  if  he  determines 
in  accordance  with  applicable  instruc¬ 
tions  of  the  Division  of  Indian  Health 
that  the  health  of  the  afflicted  Indian  or 
that  of  other  persons  requires  the  isola¬ 
tion  or  quarantine  of  the  Indian  in  a 
hospital  or  other  place  of  treatment. 

(b)  If,  after  such  certification  the 
court  commits  the  afflicted  Indian  to  the 


custody  of  the  Public  Health  Service,  the 
Medical  Officer  in  Charge  may  accept 
such  commitment  and  transport  and  ad¬ 
mit  the  Indian  to  any  hospital  or  insti¬ 
tution  operated  by  the  Public  Health 
Service  for  the  medical  care  and  treat¬ 
ment  of  tuberculous  patients  whether 
within  or  without  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court. 

(c)  An  Indian  admitted  to  a  facility 
of  the  Public  Health  Service  pursuant 
to  this  subpart  shall  be  subject  to  the 
rules  and  regulations  >of  the  Public 
Health  Service  applicable  to  patients  and 
to  the  facility. 

§  36.32  Retention  of  custody;  utilization 
of  law  enforcement  authorities. 

•  (a)  The  Medical  Officer  in  Charge 
having  custody  of  a  patient  whose  com¬ 
mitment  has  been  accepted  under  this 
subpart  is  authorized  to  employ  such 
means  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  re¬ 
tention  of  custody  of,  and  the  provision 
of  necessary  treatment  to,  the  afflicted 
Indian  including  the  provision  of  attend¬ 
ants  during  periods  of  transportation, 
until  such  time  as  the  patient  is  dis¬ 
charged. 

(b)  When  necessary  to  retain  custody 
of  the  patient  the  Medical  Officer  in 
Charge  is  authorized  to  call  upon  the 
police  force  of  the  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs,  of  the  tribe,  or  of  the  State,  as 
may  be  appropriate. 

§  36.33  Discharge  of  patients. 

When  the  Medical  Officer  in  Charge 
of  a  medical  facility  to  which  an  afflicted 
Indian  has  been  admitted  is  satisfied 
that  the  disease  is  inactive  and  not  in  a 
communicable  stage,  he  shall  discharge 
the  patient:  Provided,  That  he  may  dis¬ 
charge  the  patient  or  release  him  on 
parole  under  such  conditions  as  he 
deems  appropriate  if  he  is  satisfied  that 
such  action  would  not  endanger  the 
health  of  the  patient  or  the  health  of 
other  persons. 

§  36.34  Transfer  of  patients. 

(a)  A  patient  admitted  to  a  facility  of 
the  Service,  pursuant  to  this  subpart, 
may  be  transferred  to  any  other  facility 
of  the  Service  within  or  without  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  committing  court  for 
necessary  care  and  treatment. 

(b)  A  patient  admitted  to  a  facility 
of  the  Service  under  this  subpart  may 
be  transferred  to  a  hospital  operated  by 
a  State  or  local  government  which  is 
authorized  to  receive  him  within  or  with¬ 
out  the  jurisdiction  of  the  committing 
court. 

(c)  The  transfer  of  a  patient  author¬ 
ized  in  this  section  shall  be  made  only 
if  such  transfer  is  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Medical  Officer  in  Charge  in  the  best 
interest  of  the  health  of  the  patient. 

Dated:  October  7,  1960. 

[seal]  Arnold  B.  Kurlander, 

Acting  Surgeon  General. 

Approved:  October  14,  1960. 

Bertha  Adkins, 

Acting  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare. 

[F.R.  Doc.  60-9894;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  I960; 

8:48  a.m.] 


Proposed  Rule  Making 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDU¬ 
CATION,  AND  WELFARE 

Food  and  Drug  Administration 
[  21  CFR  Parts  15,  121  1 

VARIOUS  TYPES  OF  FLOUR; 

AZODICARBONAMIDE 

Notice  of  Filing  of  Petitions 

I.  Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act 
(sec.  409(b)(5),  72  Stat.  1786;  21  U.S.C. 
348(b)  (5) ) .  notice  is  given  that  a  petition 
has  been  filed  by  Wallace  and  Tieman, 
Inc.,  25  Main  Street,  Belleville,  New  Jer¬ 
sey,  proposing  the  issuance  of  a  regula¬ 
tion  to  permit  the  use  of  azodicarbon- 
amide  in  flour  as  an  aging  or  maturing 
agent,  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  45 
parts  per  million  (0.0045  percent),  or 
2.02  grams  per  hundred  pounds. 

Da.  As  prescribed  in  the  food  additive 
regulations  (§  121.8  Food  additives  pro¬ 
posed  for  use  in  foods  for  which  defini¬ 
tions  and  standards  of  identity  have  been 
prescribed),  Wallace  and  Tieman,  Inc., 
in  accordance  with  section  701(e)  of  the 
Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act 
has  also  filed  a  petition  proposing  the 
amendment  of  the  definitions  and  stand¬ 
ards  of  identity  for  various  types  of  flour 
(S§  15.1,  15.10,  15.20,  15.30,  15.50,  15.60, 
and  15.70)  to  permit  the  use  of  azodi- 
car bon  amide  as  an  optional  aging  in¬ 
gredient  in  these  foods.  The  amendment 
of  these  standards  would  be  effected  by 
adding  to  paragraph  (a)  of  S  15.1  Flour, 
white  flour,  wheat  flour,  plain  flour; 
identity;  label  statement  of  optional 
ingredients  a  new  subparagraph  (6), 
reading  as  follows : 

(а)  *  *  • 

(б)  Azodic arbonamide . 

b.  Also  proposed,  is  an  amendment  to 
the  definitions  and  standards  for  the 
types  of  flours,  described  in  fiS  15.80, 
15.90,  and  15.100,  to  permit  the  use  of 
azodicarbonamide  as  an  optional  aging 
ingredient 'in  these  foods.  Amendment 
of  these  standards  will  be  effected  by 
changing  the  last  sentence  of  paragraph 
(a)  of  §  15.80  to  read  as  follows:  “Unless 
such  addition  conceals  damage  or  inferi¬ 
ority  of  the  whole  wheat  flour  or  makes 
it  appear  better  or  of  greater  value  than 
it  is,  the  optional  bleaching  ingredient 
chlorine  dioxide,  chlorine,  or  a  mixture 
of  nitrosyl  chloride  and  chlorine,  or  azo¬ 
dicarbonamide,  may  be  added  in  a  quan¬ 
tity  not  more  than  sufficient  for  bleach¬ 
ing  and  artificial  aging  effects.” 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (secs. 
401,  701,  52  Stat.  1046,  1055,  as  amended 
70  Stat.  919,  72  Stat.  948;  21  UJ5.C.  341, 
371)  and  under  the  authority  delegated 
to  the  Commissioner  of  Food  and  Drugs 
by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
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and  Welfare  (22  F.R.  1045,  23  FH.  9500, 
25  PE.  5611),  all  interested  persons  are 
invited  to  present  their  views  in  writing 
regarding  the  proposal  to  amend  the 
definitions  and  standards  of  identity  for 
flours  as  above  described.  Views  and 
comments  should  be  submitted  in  quin- 
tuplicate,  addressed  to  the  Hearing  Clerk, 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  Room  5440,  330  Independence 
Avenue  SW.,  Washington  25,  D.C.,  prior 
to  the  thirtieth  day  following  the  date  of 
publication  of  this  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register. 

Dated:  October  13, 1960. 

[seal]  J.  K.  Kirk, 

Assistant  to  the  Commissioner 
of  Food  and  Drugs. 

[F.R.  Doc.  60-9910:  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 
8:51  am.] 

[  21  CFR  Part  121  1 
FOOD  ADDITIVES 
Notice  of  Filing  of  Petition 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (sec. 
409(b)(5)),  72  Stat.  1786;  21  U.S.C. 
348(b)(5),  notice  is  given  that  a  peti¬ 
tion  has  been  filed  by  Harry  Miller  Cor¬ 
poration,  Fourth  and  Bristol  Streets, 
Philadelphia  40,  Pa.,  proposing  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  a  regulation  to  provide  for  the 
use  of  a  mixture  of  caustic  soda,  ethylene 
glycol  monobutyl  ether  and  ethylene 
oxide  condensate  employed  as  a  contin¬ 
uous  felt  cleaner  on  paper-making 
machines. 

Dated:  October  14, 1960. 

[seal]  J.  K.  Kirk, 

Assistant  to  the  Commissioner 
*  of  Food  and  Drugs. 

[FJt.  Doc.  60-9908;  Filed,  Oct.  20.  1960; 
8:50  a.m.] 

[  21  CFR  Part  121  1 
FOOD  ADDITIVES 
Notice  of  Filing  of  Petition 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (sec. 
409(b)(5),  72  Stat.  1786  ;  21  U.S.C. 
348(b)(5)),  notice  is  given  that  a  peti¬ 
tion  has  been  filed  by  Harry  Miller 
Corporation,  Fourth  and  Bristol  Streets, 
Philadelphia  40,  Pa.,  proposing  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  a  regulation  to  provide  for  the 
use  of  an  ethylene  oxide  condensate  as 
a  continuous  felt  cleaner  on  paper¬ 
making  machines. 

Dated:  October  14,  1960. 

[seal]  J.  K.  Kirk, 

Assistant  to  the  Commissioner 
of  Food  and  Drugs. 

[F.R.  Doc.  60-9909;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 

*  8:50&.m.] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
[  50  CFR  Part  269  1 

FROZEN  OCEAN  PERCH  FILLETS  AND 
PACIFIC  OCEAN  PERCH  FILLETS 

United  States  Standards  for  Grades 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  pursuant 
to  the  authority  vested  in  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  by  section  6(a)  of  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  August  8,  1956 
(16  U.S.C.  742e),  it  is  proposed  to  amend 
Title  50  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  by 
the  addition  of  a  new  Part  269.  The 
purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to  issue 
standards  for  grades  of  frozen  ocean 
perch  fillets  and  Pacific  ocean  perch 
fillets  in  accordance  with  the  authority 
contained  in  Title  n  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  August  14,  1946,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627).  These 
regulations,  if  made  effective,  will  be  the 
first  issued  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  prescribing  Government  stand¬ 
ards  for  this  commodity. 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  whenever  practicable,  to  af¬ 
ford  the  public  an  opportunity  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  rule  making  process. 
Accordingly,  interested  persons  may  sub¬ 
mit  written  comments,  suggestions,  or 
objections  with  respect  to  the  proposed 
amendment  to  the  Director,  Bureau  of 
Commercial  Fisheries,  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  Washington  25,  D.C., 
within  30  days  of  the  date  of  publication 
of  this  notice  in  the  Federal  Register. 

Elmer  F.  Bennett, 
Acting  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

October  15,  1960. 

PART  269— UNITED  STATES  STAND¬ 
ARDS  FOR  GRADES  OF  FROZEN 
OCEAN-PERCH  FILLETS  AND 
FROZEN  PACIFIC  OCEAN-PERCH 
FILLETS  1 

Product  Description  and  Grades 

Sec. 

269.1  Product  description. 

269.2  Grades  of  frozen  ocean-perch  fillets. 

Weights  and  Dimensions 
269.6  Recommended  weights  and  dimen¬ 
sions. 

Factors  op  Quality 

269.11  Ascertaining  the  grade. 

269.12  Evaluation  of  the  unscored  factor  of 
flavor  and  odor. 

269.13  Evaluation  and  rating  of  the  scored 
factors:  Appearance,  size,  absence  of 
defects,  and  character. 

269.14  Appearance. 

269.15  Size. 

269.16  Absence  of  defects. 

269.17  Character. 

*  Compliance  with  the  provisions  of  these 
standards  shall  not  excuse  failure  to  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Food, 
Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act. 


Friday ,  October  21,  1960 
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Definitions  and  Methods  of  Analysis 

Sec. 

269.21  Cooking  In  a  suitable  manner. 

Lot  Certification  Tolerances 

269.25  .  Tolerances  for  certification  of  offi¬ 
cially  drawn  samples. 

Score  Sheet 

269.31  Score  sheet  for  frozen  ocean-perch 
fillets. 

Product  Description  and  Grades 
§  269.1  Product  description. 

The  product  described  in  this  part 
consists  of:  (a)  Clean,  whole,  wholesome 
fillets,  cut  away  from  either  side  of  the 
ocean  perch,  Sebastes  marinus,  which 
are  packaged  and  frozen  in  accordance 
with  good  commercial  practice  and  are 
maintained  at  temperatures  necessary 
for  the  preservation  of  the  product;  or 
(b)  clean,  whole,  wholesome  fillets,  cut 
away  from  either  side  of  the  Pacific 
ocean  perch,  Sebastodes  alutus,  which 
are  packaged  and  frozen  in  accordance 
with  good  commercial  practice  and  are 
maintained  at  temperatures  necessary 
for  the  preservation  of  the  product. 

§  269.2  Grades  of  frozen  ocean-perch 
fillets. 

(a)  “U.S.  Grade  A”  is  the  quality  of 
frozen  ocean-perch  fillets  that  possess 
good  flavor  and  odor;  and  for  those  fac¬ 
tors  of  quality  which  are  rated  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  scoring  system  out¬ 
lined  in  this  part  the  total  score  is  not 
less  than  85  points. 

(b)  “U.S.  Grade  B”  is  the  quality  of 
frozen  ocean-perch  fillets  that  possess  at 
least  reasonably  good  flavor  and  odor; 
and  for  those  factors  of  quality  which 
are  rated  in  accordance  with  the  scoring 
system  outlined  in  this  part  the  total 
score  is  not  less  than  70  points. 

(c)  “Substandard”  is  the  quality  of 
frozen  ocean-perch  fillets  that  fail  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  U.S.  Grade  B. 

Weights  and  Dimensions 

§  269.6  Recommended  weights  and  di¬ 
mensions. 

(a)  The  net  weights  and  dimensions 
of  packaged  frozen  ocean-perch  fillets 
and  Pacific  ocean-perch  fillets  are  not 
incorporated  in  the  grades  of  the  finished 
product  since  net  weights  and  dimen¬ 
sions,  as  such,  are  not  factors  of  quality 
for  the  purpose  of  these  grades. 

(b)  It  is  recommended  that  the  net 
weight  of  the  packaged  frozen  ocean- 
perch  fillets  and  Pacific  ocean-perch  fil¬ 
lets  be  not  less  than  12  ounces  and  not 
over  10  pounds  and  that  the  product  be 
classified  as  large,  medium,  or  small  as 
classified  by  common  commercial  size 
classification  practices. 

Factors  of  Quality 
§  269.11  Ascertaining  the  grade. 

The  grade  of  frozen  ocean-perch  fillets 
is  ascertained  by  examining  the  product 
in  the  frozen,  thawed,  and  cooked  states. 
The  following  factors  of  quality  are 
evaluated  in  ascertaining  the  grade  of  the 
product:  Flavor  and  odor,  appearance, 
size,  absence  of  defects,  and  character. 

These  factors  are  rated  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  manner: 


(1)  Flavor  and  odor.  This  factor  is 
rated  directly  by  organoleptic  evaluation. 
Score  points  are  not  asscessed  (see 
§  269.12). 

(2)  Appearance,  size,  absence  of  de¬ 
fects,  and  character.  The  relative  im¬ 
portance  of  these  factors  is  expressed 
numerically  on  the  scale  of  100.  The 
maximum  number  of  points  that  may  be 
given  each  of  these  factors  are: 


Factors :  Points 

Appearance _  15 

Size _ 20 

Absence  of  defects _  50 

Character _  15 

Total  possible  score - 100 


§  269.12  Evaluation  of  the  unscored 
factor  of  flavor  and  odor. 

(a)  Good  flavor  and  odor.  “Good 
flavor  and  odor”  (essential  requirement 
for  a  Grade  A  product)  means  that  the 
fish  flesh  has  good  flavor  and  odor  char¬ 
acteristic  of  the  species  (either  Sebastes 
marinus  or  Sebastodes  alutus)  and  is 
free  from  staleness,  and  off-flavors  and 
off-odors  of  any  kind. 

(b)  Reasonably  good  flavor  and  odor. 
“Reasonably  good  flavor  and  odor”  (min¬ 
imum  requirement  for  a  Grade  B  prod¬ 
uct)  means  that  the  fish  flesh  may  be 
somewhat  lacking  in  good  flavor  and 
odor;  and  is  free  from  objectionable  off- 
flavors  and  off-odors  of  any  kind. 

§  269.13  Evaluation  and  rating  of  the 
scored  factors:  Appearance,  size, 
absence  of  defects,  and  character. 

The  essential  variations  in  quality 
within  each  factor  which  is  scored  are  so 
described  that  the  value  may  be  ascer¬ 
tained  for  each  factor  and  expressed 
numerically.  Point  deductions  are  al¬ 
lotted  for  each  degree  or  amount  of  vari¬ 
ation  within  each  factor.  The  net  score 
for  each  factor  is  the  maximum  points 
for  that  factor  less  the  sum  of  the  de¬ 
duction-points  within  the  factor.  •  The 
total  score  for  the  product  is  the  sum  of 
the  net  scores  for  the  four  scored  factors. 


§  269.14  Appearance. 

(a)  The  factor  of  appearance  refers  to 
the  color  of  the  frozen  fish  flesh,  and  to 
the  degree  and  amount  of  surface  dehy¬ 
dration  of  the  frozen  product. 

(b)  For  the  purpose  of  rating  the  fac¬ 
tor  of  appearance  the  schedule  of  deduc¬ 
tion-points  in  Table  I  apply.  Frozen 
ocean-perch  fillets  which  receive  15 
deduction  points  for  the  factor  of  ap¬ 
pearance  shall  not  be  graded  above 
Substandard  regardless  of  the  total  score 
for  the  product.  This  is  a  limiting  rule. 

Table  I— Scored  Deductions  for  Appearance 


Color  of  frozen  product 

Deduc- 

tion 

points 

No  discoloration _ 

0 

4 

Moderate  yellowing  _ 

9 

Excessive  yellowing  and/or  rusting _ 

15 

Surface  area 

affected 

Degree  of  dehydration  of 

(percent) 

frozen  product 

Over— 

Not 

over— 

Slight— Shallow  and  not 

coloi  masking. . 

0 

1 

0 

1 

50 

2 

50 

100 

5 

Moderate— Deep,  but  just 

deep  enough  to  easily 

scrape  with  fingernail _ 

0 

25 

5 

25 

50 

10 

50 

100 

15 

Excessive — Deep  dehydra- 

tion  not  easily  scraped  off. 

0 

5 

10 

5 

100 

15 

§  269.15  Size. 

(a)  The  factor  of  size  refers  to  the 
degree  of  freedom  from  undesirably 
small  fillets. 

(b)  For  the  purpose  of  rating  the 
factor  of  size,  the  schedule  of  deduction- 
points  in  Table  n  apply.  Ocean-perch 
fillets  which  receive  20  deduction-points 
for  this  factor  shall  not  be  graded  above 
Substandard  regardless  of  the  total  score 
for  the  product.  This  is  a  limiting  rule. 


Table  ll— Score  Deductions  for  Size  of  Fillets 


Number  of  small  fillets  or  pieces  of  fillets 


Number  of  fillets  per 
pound 

0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

De¬ 

duc¬ 

tion 

points 

De¬ 

duc¬ 

tion 

points 

De¬ 

duc¬ 

tion 

points 

De¬ 

duc¬ 

tion 

points 

De¬ 

duc¬ 

tion 

points 

De¬ 

duc¬ 

tion 

points 

De¬ 

duc¬ 

tion 

points 

De¬ 

duc¬ 

tion 

points 

De¬ 

duc¬ 

tion 

points 

De¬ 

duc¬ 

tion 

points 

De¬ 

duc¬ 

tion 

points 

De¬ 

duc¬ 

tion 

points 

Under  two  ounces  In  weight 

2 

0 

5 

a 

o 

5 

10 

4 

o 

4 

7 

10 

A 

o 

4 

7 

10 

13 

ft 

o 

3 

3 

o 

15 

20 

Under  one  ounce  in  weight 

7 

o 

5 

10 

13 

20 

20 

20 

ft 

o 

3 

10 

13 

20 

20 

20 

20 

0 

o 

o 

5 

10 

15 

20 

20 

20 

20 

10 

0 

0 

5 

10 

15 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

11 

0 

0 

6 

10 

15 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

12  _ 

0 

0 

4 

7 

10 

15 

15 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

19 

0 

0 

0 

4 

7 

10 

16 

15 

15 

20 

20 

20 

14 

0 

0 

0 

1 

4 

7 

10 

15 

15 

15 

20 

20 

15  or  more . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

4 

7 

10 

15 

16 

15 

20 
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§  269.16  Absence  of  defects. 

(a)  The  factor  of  “absence  of  defects” 
refers  to  the  degree  of  freedom  from 
improper  packing,  cutting  and  trimming 
imperfections,  blemishes,  and  bones. 
Evaluation  for  the  defect  of  improper 
packing  is  made  on  the  frozen  product. 
Evaluation  of  the  defects  of  cutting  and 
trimming,  blemishes,  and  bones  are  made 
on  the  thawed  product. 

(1)  Improper  packing .  “Improper 
packing”  means  poor  arrangement  of 
fillets,  presence  of  voids,  depressions, 
frost,  and  the  imbedding  of  packaging 
material  into  the  frozen  fish  flesh. 

(2)  Cutting  and  trimming  imperfec¬ 
tions.  “Cutting  and  trimming  imper¬ 
fections”  means  that  the  thawed  fillets 
have  ragged  edges,  tears,  holes,  or  are 
otherwise  improperly  cut  or  trimmed. 

(3)  Blemish.  “Blemish”  means  an  in¬ 
stance  of  blood-spot,  bruise,  black-belly 
lining  or  membrane,  fin,  scales,  or 
extraneous  material.  Blemish  also 
means  an  instance  of  skin  on  skinned 
fillets.  One  “instance  of  blood  spot”  is 
one  of  such  size  and  prominence  as  to  be 
considered  objectionable.  An  “instance 
of  bruise”  consists  of  a  bruise  not  less 
than  Vi  square  inch  and  not  more  than 
lVi  square  inches  in  area;  each  bruise 
larger  than  1V6  square  inches  is  con¬ 
sidered  as  two  instances  of  bruise.  An 
“instance  of  black -belly  lining  or  mem¬ 
brane”  is  any  piece  of  black -belly  lining 
or  membrane  not  less  than  Vi  inch  and 
not  more  than  1  inch  in  length;  each 
additional  Vi  inch  length  of  individual 
pieces  of  black-belly  lining  or  membrane 
longer  than  1  inch  is  considered  as  an 
instance.  Each  aggregate  area  of  identi¬ 
fiable  fin  or  parts  of  any  fin  up  to  1 
square  inch  is  considered  as  one  “in¬ 
stance  of  fin”.  One  “instance  of  scales” 
is  an  aggregate  area  of  scales  greater 
than  Vi  square  inch  per  fillet.  One 
“instance  of  skin”  consists  of  one  piece 
of  skin  at  least  Vi  square  inch  in  area; 
except  that  any  skin  patches  larger  than 
1  Vi  square  inches  are  considered  as  two 
instances  of  skin. 

(4)  Bonesi  One  “instance  of  bones” 
means  an  objectionable  bone  or  group 
of  bones  occupying  or  contacting  a  circu¬ 
lar  area  up  to  1  square  inch.  An  object¬ 
ionable  bone  is  any  bone  of  such  size 
and  rigidity  as  to  remain  objectionable 
after  cooking.  Bones  which  will  soften 
or  disintegrate  after  cooking  are  not 
considered  objectionable. 

(b)  For  the  purpose  of  rating  the 
factor  of  absence  of  defects  the  schedule 
of  deduction-points  in  Table  HI  applies. 


Tails  m.— Score  Deductions  for  Absence  or 
Defects 


Subfactors 


Improper 

packing 


Blemishes. 


Method  of  determining  subfactor 
score 


Deduo* 

tion 

points 


Bones. 


Cutting 

trim¬ 

ming. 


Slight  defects,  not  notioeably 
affecting  the  product’s  appear¬ 
ance. 

Moderate  defects,  noticeably 
affecting  the  product’s  appear¬ 
ance. 

Excessive  defects,  seriously 
affecting  product’s  appearance. 
Number  of  blemishes  per  1  lb.  of 
product  when  there  are  6  or 
less  fillets  per  lb.: 

Over  0  not  over  2 _ 

Over  2  not  over  4 _ _ _ 

Over  4  not  over  5 _ ........ 

Over  S  not  over  6 _ _ _ 

Over  6  not  over  7 _ 

Over  7  not  over  8 _ 

Over  8  not  over  9 _ _ _ _ _ 

Over  9  not  over  10 _ '. _ 

Over  10  not  over  11 _ _ _ _ 

Over  11 . . . . . 

Number  of  blemishes  per  1  lb.  of 
product  when  there  are  7  to 
12  (inclusive)  fillets  per  lb.: 

Over  0  not  over  3 _ _ 

Over  3  not  over  5 _ 

Over  5  not  over  6 . . . ... 

Over  0  not  over  7 _ 

Over  7  not  over  8 _ 

Over  8  not  over  9 _ 

Over  9  not  over  10 _ _ 

Over  10  not  over  11 _ 

Over  11  not  over  12 _ 

Over  12 _ _ _ 

Number  of  blemishes  per  1  lb.  of 
product  when  there  are  13  or 
more  fillets  per  lb.: 

Over  0  not  over  fl . . 

Over  6  not  over  8 . . 

Over  8  not  over  9 _ 

Over  9  not  over  10 . 

Over  10  not  over  11 _ 

Over  11  not  over  12 . . 

Over  12  not  over  13 _ 

Over  13  not  over  14 _ _ _ _ 

Over  14  not  over  15 _ _ _ _ 

Over  15 _ 

Number  of  Instances  per  lb.  of 
product  when  there  are  6  or 
less  fillets  per  lb.: 

Over  0  not  over  4. . . . . 

Over  4  not  over  5 _ _ 

Over  5  not  over  6 _ 

Over  6  not  over  7 _ 

Over  7  not  over  8 _ 

Over  8  not  over  9 _ 

Over  9  not  over  10 _ 

Over  10 _ _ _ _ 

Number  of  Instances  per  lb.  of 
product  when  there  are  7  or 
mere  fillets  per  lb.: 

Over  0  not  over  3 _ 

Over  3  not  over  4 _ 

Over  4  not  over  5 _ _ 

Over  5  not  over  6 _ _ 

Over  6  not  over  7 _ ... 

‘Over  7  not  over  8 _ _ _ 

Over  8  not  over  9 _ _ 

Over  9 . . . . 

Slight  defects,  scarcely  noticeable. 
Moderate  defects,  noticeable  but 
not  affecting  the  useabllity  of 
any  fillets. 

Excessive  defects  impairing: 

(a)  the  usability  of  up  to  14  of 
the  total  number  of  fillets. 

(b)  the  usability  of  over  H  but 
not  more  than  of  the  total 
number  of  fillets. 

(c)  the  usability  of  over  W  of 
the  total  number  of  fillets. 


0 

2 

4 

7 

10 

15 

20 

30 

40 

50 


0 

2 

4 

7 

10 

15 

20 

30 

40 

50 


0 

2 

4 

7 

10 

15 

20 

30 

40 

50 


0 

1 

2 

6 

12 

20 

35 

60 


0 

1 

2 

6 

12 

20 

35 

60 

0 

4 


8 

16 

40 


§  269.17  Character. 

(a)  General:  The  factor  of  character 
refers  to  the  tenderness  and  moistness 
of  the  cooked  fish  flesh. 


(b>  For  the  purpose  of  rating  the 
factor  of  character,  the  schedule  of  de¬ 
duction-points  in  Table  IV  apply.  Ocean- 
perch  fillets  which  receive  15  deduction- 
points  for  the  factor  of  character  shall 
not  be  graded  above  Substandard  regard¬ 
less  of  the  total  score  for  the  product. 
This  is  a  limiting  rule. 

Table  IV — Score  Deductions  for  Character 


Texture  of  the  cooked  fish 


Point 

deduc¬ 

tions 


L  Texture: 

(a)  Firm,  but  tender  and  moist . . 

(b)  Slightly  tough,  dry,  and/or  fibrous,  or 

mushy . . . . . . . . 

(c)  Moderately  tough,  rubbery,  and/or 

fibrous _ _ _ 

(d)  Excessively  tough,  rubbery,  and/or 

fibrous _ .... _ _ _ 


0 

4 

8 

15 


Definitions  and  Methods  or  Analysis 
§  269.21  Cooking  in  a  suitable  manner. 

“Cooking  in  a  suitable  manner”  shall 
mean  that  the  product  is  cooked  as 
follows:  Place  the  thawed  unseasoned 
product  into  a  boilable  film-type  pouch. 
Fold  the  pouch  over  a  suspension  bar 
and  clamp  it  in  place  so  that  a  loose  seal 
is  maintained.  Immerse  the  pouch  and 
its  contents  in  boiling  water  and  cook 
until  the  internal  temperature  of  the 
fillets  reaches  160°  F.  (about  20  minutes). 


Lot  Certification  Tolerances 

§  269.25  Tolerances  for  certification  of 
officially  drawn  samples. 

The  sample  rate  and  grades  of  specific 
lots  shall  be  certified  in  accordance  with 
Part  170  of  this  chapter  (Regulations 
Governing  Processed  Fishery  Products, 
23  F.R.  5064,  July  3, 1958) . 

Score  Sheet 

§  269.31  Score  sheet  for  frozen  ocean- 
perch  fillets. 

Label . - 

Size  and  kind  of  container... _ _ _ _ _ 

Container  mark  or  identification _ _ _ _ 

Size  of  lot _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Number  of  packages  per  master  carton _ 

Size  of  sample - - - - - 

Type  of  overwrap _ _ _ _ — 

Actual  net  weight _ 0b.) _ (kg.) 


Factor 

Score  points 

Sample  score 

Appearance . . 

15 

20 

50 

Character _ _ _ 

15 

Total _ 

100 

Flavor  and  odor _ _ _ ... _ _ — 

Final  grade... _ _ _ _ _ 

(F.R.  Doc.  60-9820;  Piled,  Oct.  20,  I960; 
8:45  a.m.] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

MICHIGAN  MERIDIAN 

Notice  of  Proposed  Withdrawal  and 
Reservation  of  Lands 

October  17,  1960. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture,  Wash¬ 
ington  25,  D.C.  has  filed  an  application. 
Serial  No.  BLM  053176  for  the  with¬ 
drawal  of  the  lands  described  below, 
from  all  forms  of  appropriation,  subject 
to  valid  existing  rights. 

The  lands  are  intermingled  with  lands 
in  the  Hiawatha  National  Forest  and 
the  Marquette  National  Forest,  are  of 
the  same  character,  and  are  suitable  for- 
management  as  parts  of  the  respective 
forests.  It  will  be  in  the  public  interest 
to  formally  make  them  national  forest 
lands. 

For  a  period  of  30  days  from  the  date 
of  publication  of  this  notice,  all  persons 
who  wish  to  submit  comments,  sugges¬ 
tions,  or  objections  in  connection  with 
the  proposed  withdrawal  may  present 
their  views  in  writing  to  the  undersigned 
officer  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage¬ 
ment,  Department  of  the  Interior,  Wash¬ 
ington  25,  D.C. 

If  circumstances  warrant  it,  a  public 
hearing  will  be  held  at  a  convenient  time 
and  place,  which  will  be  announced. 

The  determination  of  the  Secretary  on 
the  application  will  be  published  in  the 
Federal  Register.  A  separate  notice 
will  be  sent  to  each  interested  party  of 
record. 

The  lands  involved  in  the  application 
are: 

Lands  to  be  added  to  the  Hiawatha  Na¬ 
tional  Forest: 

Michigan  Meridian 

T.  41  N.,  R.  17  W., 

Sec.  12,  SEV4NEJ4. 

T.  42  N..  R.  17  W., 

Sec.  16.SW&NWJ4; 

Sec.  21,  SEV4NWV4; 

Sec.  28,  NV6NE%. 

T.  43  N.,  R.  17  W., 

Sec.  3,  SWV4SW&; 

Sec.  5,SE^SW%; 

Sec.  23.  SE‘/4SW^4. 

T.  44N..R.  17  W., 

Sec.  14.NEV4NEK. 

T.  45  N.,  R.  17  W., 

Sec.  11,  S%; 

Sec.  22,  NE»4,  N^SEK; 

Sec.  33,  SW^4NE>4. 

T.  41  N.,  R.  18  W., 

Sec.  12,  NE  *4  NW  l/+ . 

T.  44  N.,  R.  18  W. 

Sec.  23,  those  parts  of  SVfcSW»4  and  SWJ4 
SE>4  lying  south  of  Indian  River; 

Sec.  26,  NWi/4NW>/4: 

Sec.  34,  SW'/4NW'/4. 

The  above  areas  aggregate  approxi¬ 
mately  1,122  acres. 

Lands  to  be  added  to  the  Marquette  Na¬ 
tional  Forest : 


Notices 


Michigan  Meridian 

T.  42  N.,  R.  4  W., 

Sec.3,S&SEy4.' 

T.  42N..R.5W.. 

Sec.  8,  NW»/4SWV4. 

T.  43  N..  R.  5  W., 

Sec.  14,NE»4NW%; 

Sec.  15,S^SE»4; 

Sec.  16,SW%NE%; 

Sec.  18,SWy4NW&; 

Sec.  21,  NE»/4NEV4; 

Sec.26,WMtNWy4; 

Sec.  28.  SW  y4NW>4. 

The  above  described  areas  aggregate 
approximately  481.88  acres. 

H.  K.  Scholl, 

Manager. 

[F.R.  Doc.  60-8889;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 
8:48  am.] 


CALIFORNIA 

Notice  of  Partial  Termination  of  Pro¬ 
posed  Withdrawal  and  Reservation 

of  Lands 

October  10,  1960. 

Notice  of  an  application  Serial  Number 
Sacramento  054898,  for  withdrawal  and 
reservation  of  lands  was  published  as 
Federal  Register  Document  No.  59-114 
on  page  173  of  the  issue  for  Wednesday, 
January  7, 1959. 

The  applicant  agency  has  cancelled  its 
application  insofar  as  it  involved  the 
lands  described  below.  Therefore,  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  regulations  contained  in  43 
CFR  Part  295,  such  lands  are  relieved  of 
the  segregative  effect  of  the  above-men¬ 
tioned  application  at  10:00  a.m.,  No¬ 
vember  10,  1960. 

The  lands  terminated  are: 

Mount  Diablo  Meridian,  Calet. 

T.  36  N..  R.  7  W., 

Sec.  2:  Lots  1,  2,  3,  SE^NWft,  S‘/aSE^. 

The  areas  described  aggregate  241.70 
acres. 

Walter  E.  Beck, 
Manager,  Land  Office, 
Sacramento. 

[F.R.  Doc.  60-9907;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 

8:50  a.m.] 


Bureau  of  Reclamation 

[Public  Announcement  No.  32,  Admt.  1] 

COLUMBIA  BASIN  PROJECT, 
WASHINGTON 

Public  Announcement  of  the  Sale  of 
Full-Time  Farm  Units 

Public  announcement  of  the  sale  of 
farm  units  in  the  South  and  East  Co¬ 
lumbia  Basin  Irrigation  Districts,  Co¬ 
lumbia  Basin  Project,  Washington,  dated 
May  31,  1960,  and  published  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register  at  25  F.R.  5458,  is  amended 
as  follows: 

In  Subsection  l.a.  by  deleting  from  the 
list  of  farm  units  offered,  the  farm  units 
listed  below: 


Irrigation  block  No.:  Farm  unit  No. 

201  _  18 

201  . .  19 

Fred  O.  Aandahl, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 
October  13, 1960. 

[FA  Doc.  60-9891;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 
8:48  am.] 


National  Park  Service 

[Order  No.  26] 

CHIEF  OF  LANDS 

Delegation  of  Authority  To  Accept  Op¬ 
tions  and  Enter  Into  Contracts  for 
the  Purchase  of  Cave  Properties, 
Mammoth  Cave  National  Park 

The  Chief  of  Lands  is  authorized  to 
accept  options  and  to  enter  into  con¬ 
tracts  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  for 
the  purchase,  at  an  aggregate  price  not 
to  exceed  $650,000,  of  the  Great  Onyx 
Cave  and  Crystal  Cave  properties  at 
Mammoth  Cave  National  Park,  Ken¬ 
tucky.  (Secretary’s  Order  No.  2640,  sec¬ 
tion  6  as  amended  (24  F.R.  3767),  and 
section  99  (19  F.R.  1327) ;  5  U.S.C.  sec. 
22;  Reorganization  Plan  No.  3  of  1950, 
5  U.S.C.  sec.  133z-15,  footnote.) 

Dated:  October  14,.  1960. 

Conrad  L.  Wirth, 
Director. 

[F.R.  Doc.  60-9890;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 
8:48  am.] 


FEDERAL  POWER  COMMISSION 

[Docket  No.  RI61-115  etc.] 

MAYFAIR  MINERALS,  INC.,  ET  AL. 

Order  Providing  for  Hearings  on  and 
Suspension  of  Proposed  Changes 
in  Rates  1 

October  13, 1960. 

Mayfair  Minerals,  Inc.,  Docket  No. 
RI61-115;  Shell  Oil  Company,  Docket 
No.  RI61-116;  S unray  Mid-Continent 
Oil  Company,  Docket  No.  RI61-117; 
Shell  Oil  Company  (Operator),  Docket 
No.  RI61-118;  Tidewater  Oil  Company, 
Docket  No.  RI61-124;  Tidewater  Oil 
Company  (Operator) ,  et  al..  Docket  No. 
RI61-125;  Monterey  Oil  Company, 
Docket  No.  RI61-126;  The  Atlantic 
Refining  Company,  Docket  No.  RI61-127. 

The  above-named  respondents  have 
tendered  for  filing  proposed  changes  in 
presently  effective  rate  schedules  for 
sales  of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Commission.  The  pro¬ 
posed  changes  are  designated  as  follows: 


1  This  order  does  not  provide  for  the  con¬ 
solidation  for  hearing  or  disposition  of  the 
several  matters  covered  herein,  nor  should  It 
be  so  construed. 
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■II 

Cents  per  Mcf 1 

Rate  in 

Rate 

sched- 

Amount 

Date 

Effective 

Date 

effect  sub- 

Respondent 

Purchaser  and  producing  area 

of  annual 

filing 

date  i 

sus- 

Rate  in 

Proposed 

]ect  to 

No. 

ule 

increase 

tendered 

unless 

pended 

refund  in 

No. 

sus- 

until— 

effect 

increased 

Docket 

■ 

* 

pended 

rate 

Nos. 

BI61-115... 

Mayfair  Minerals, 

1 

4 

Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Corp. 

ILWO 

9-13-60 

11-  1-60 

4-  1-61 

14.8 

15.0 

G-19757 

Inc. 

■1 

(Hidalgo  Field,  Hildago  County, 
Tex.). 

Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Corp. 

BI61-116— 

Shell  Oil  Co . 

11 

546 

9-14-60 

11-  1-60 

4-  1-61 

14.8 

15.0 

G-19770 

n 

(Carthage  Field,  Panola  County, 
Tex.). 

United  Fuel  Gas  Co.  (Orange  Grove 
Field,  Terrebonne  Parish,  La,). 

19.0 

G-19804 

RI61-116  . 

do 

E 

0 

1,160 

9-14-60 

11-  1-60 

4-  1-61 

19.6 

19.0 

G -19604 

& 161-1 16... 

_ do _ 

8 

United  Fuel  Gas  Co.  (Deep  Lake 

14,583 

9-14-60 

11-  1-60 

4-  1-61 

19.5 

Field.  Cameron  and  Vermilion 
Parishes,  La.). 

United  Fuel  Gas  Co.  (East  Cameron 

RI61-116... 

do 

177 

3 

21,848 

9-14-00 

11-  1-60 

4-  1-61 

19.5 

19.0 

G-19914 

Block  17  Field,  Cameron  Parish, 
La.). 

United  Fuel  Gas  Co.  East  (Cameron 
Block  17  Field,  Cameron  Parish, 
La-). 

Northern  Natural  Gas  Co.  (Hugo ton 
Field,  Finney  County,  Kans.). 

RT61  1 16 

227 

1 

10,774 

9-14-60 

11-  1-60 

4-  1-61 

19.5 

19.0 

RI61-117... 

8 unray  Mid-Con* 
tinent  Oil  Co. 

164 

2 

1,127 

9-14-60 

10-15-60 

3-15-61 

12.0 

17.0 

0-19771 

RI61-118... 

Shell  0(1  Co. 
(Operator). 

10 

21 

Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Corp. 
(Provident  City  Gasoline  Plant, 
Colorado  County,  Tex.). 

United  Fuel  Gas  Co.  (North  Bourg 
Field,  La  Fourche  and  Terrebonne 
Parish,  La), 

43,862 

9-14-60 

11-  1-60 

4-  1-61 

14.8 

15.0 

G-19647 

R 161-124. .. 

24 

12 

2,200 

9-19-60 

11-  1-60 

4-  1-61 

19.5 

10.0 

BI61-124.— 

. do . 

•4 

Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Corp. 
(Midway  Field,  San  Patricio 
County,  Tex.). 

Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Corp. 

240 

9-19-60 

11-  1-60 

4-  1-61 

14.8 

15,0 

G-19647 

•RI 61-124 _ 

„  do... ............. 

87 

.  102 

9-19-60 

11-  1-60 

4-  1-61 

14.8 

15  0 

G-19665 

m 

(Chalk  Hill  Field,  Rusk  County, 
Tex.). 

Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Corp. 

RI61-125— 

Tidewater  Oil  Co. 

57 

l 

1,565 

9-19-60 

11-  1-60 

4-  1-61 

*14.8 

150 

G-19646 

(Operator),  et  aL 

is 

(Willow  Springs  Field,  Gregg 
County,  Tex.). 

United  Fuel  Gas  Co.  (Savoy  Field, 

0-19646 

RI61-125  . 

Tidewater  Oil  Co. 

60 

1,647 

9-19-60 

11-  1-60 

4-  1-61 

19.5 

19.9 

(Operator),  et  aL 

St.  Landry  Parish,  La.). 

0-18470 

RI61-126... 

Monterey  Oil  Co 

1 

14 

Texas  -Eastern  Transmission  Corp. 
(Helen  Gohlke  Field,  Victoria 
County,  Tex.). 

United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Co.  (Triple  A 
Field,  San  Patricio  County,  Tex.). 

2,107 

9-19-60 

10-20-60 

3-20-61 

*14.3733 

15  3765 

BI61-127... 

The  Atlantic  Refining 
Co. 

48 

,  8 

34,974 

9-19-60 

16-20-60 

3-20-61 

7.506 

150 

>  The  6tated  effective  dates  are  the  first  day  after  the  required  30  days’  notice  or,  if  later,  the  date  requested  by  Respondent. 

*  The  sales  to  United  Fuel  Gas  Co.  are  at  a  pressure  base  of  15.025  psia.  The  other  rates  are  at  14.05  psia 

*  Includes  0 .56  per  Met  deducted  by  purchaser  for  amortization  of  facilities. 

*  Includes  seller’s  dehydration  charge  of  0.5  cent  per  Mcf  on  part  of  production. 


In  support  of  its  proposed  periodic 
increased  rate,  Mayfair  Minerals,  Inc. 
(Mayfair)  states  that  its  contract  was 
negotiated  at  arm’s  length  and  that  costs 
have  increased  due  to  inflation  and  to 
deeper,  less  accessible  wells.  Mayfair 
also  cites  equal  prices  paid  in  Mexico. 

In  support  of  their  periodic  increased 
rates  for  sales  to  Texas  Eastern  Trans¬ 
mission  Corporation,  Shell  Oil  Company 
(Shell)  and  Shell  Oil  Company  (Oper¬ 
ator)  state  that  periodic  pricing  provi¬ 
sions  were  essential  inducements  to 
entering  the  long  term  contracts  and 
such  provisions  have  not  been  found  con¬ 
trary  to  public  interest. 

In  support  of  its  proposed  periodic 
increased  rates  for  sales  to  United  Fuel 
Gas  Company,  Shell  states  its  contracts 
were  negotiated  at  arm’s  length,  periodic 
pricing  provisions  have  not  been  found 
contrary  to  the  public  interest,  and  the 
proposed  rates  are  less  than  recently 
certificated  prices. 

In  support  of  its  proposed  increased 
rate,  S unray  Mid-Continent  Oil  Com¬ 
pany  presents  an  arbitration  award  and 
states  that  the  proposed  rate  is  in  line 
with  the  market  value  of  gas  and  the 
field  prices  in  the  area  and  is  below  the 
heat  value  of  gas. 

In  support  of  their  proposed  periodic 
Increased  rates.  Tidewater  Oil  Company 
and  Tidewater  Oil  Company  (Operator) , 
et  al.  state  that  the  periodic  pricing  pro¬ 
visions  were  negotiated  at  arm’s  length 
and  are  integral  parts  of  the  consider¬ 
ation  for  the  agreements.  The  Respond¬ 
ents  further  state  that  the  prices  are 


fair,  just,  and  reasonable  and  are  below 
prices  being  paid  in  the  area. 

In  support  of  its  proposed  favored- 
nation  increased  rate,  Monterey  Oil 
Company  cites  its  contract  and  trigger¬ 
ing  price  increases  and  states  that  its 
proposed  rate  is  equal  to  or  below  others 
in  the  area  and  is  no  more  than  just  and 
reasonable. 

In  support  of  its  proposed  redeter¬ 
mined  increased  rate,  the  Atlantic 
Refining  Company  states  the  rate  will 
assist  it  in  obtaining  a  return  that  is  no 
more  than  reasonable  considering  the 
inherent  risks  undertaken  and  the  com¬ 
mitment  of  the  gas  for  the  long  term 
of  the  contract. 

The  increased  rates  and  charges  so 
proposed  may  be  unjust,  unreasonable, 
unduly  discriminatory,  or  preferential, 
or  otherwise  unlawful. 

The  Commission  finds:  It  is  neces¬ 
sary  and  proper  in  the  public  interest 
and  to  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  the 
provisions  of  the  Natural  Gas  Act  that 
the  Commission  enter  upon  hearings 
concerning  the  lawfulness  of  the  several 
proposed  changes  and  that  the  above- 
designated  supplements  be  suspended 
and  the  use  thereof  deferred  as  here¬ 
inafter  ordered. 

The  Commission  orders: 

(A)  Pursuant  to  the  authority  of  the 
Natural  Gas  Act,  particularly  sections  4 
and  15  thereof,  the  Commission’s  rules 
of  practice  and  procedure,  and  the  regu¬ 
lations  under  the  Natural  Gas  Act  (18 
CFR  Ch.  I) ,  public  hearings  shall  be  held 
upon  dates  to  be  fixed  by  notices  from 
the  Secretary  concerning  the  lawfulness 


of  the  several  proposed  increased  rates 
and  charges  contained  in  the  above- 
designated  supplements. 

(B)  Pending  hearings  and  decisions 
thereon,  each  of  the  above-designated 
supplements  is  hereby  suspended  and  the 
use  thereof  deferred  until  the  date  indi¬ 
cated  in  the  above  “Rate  Suspended 
Until”  column,  and  thereafter  until  such 
further  time  as  it  is  made  effective  in 
the  manner  prescribed  by  the  Natural 
Gas  Act. 

(C)  Neither  the  supplements  hereby 
suspended,  nor  the  rate  schedules  sought 
to  be  altered  thereby,  shall  be  changed 
until  these  proceedings  have  been  dis¬ 
posed  of  or  until  the  periods  of  suspen¬ 
sion  have  expired,  unless  otherwise 
ordered  by  the  Commission. 

(D)  Notices  of  intervention  or  peti¬ 
tions  to  intervene  may  be  filed  with  the 
Federal  Power  Commission,  Washington 
25,  D.C.,  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of 
practice  and  procedure  (18  CFR  1.8  and 
1.37(f) )  on  or  before  November  28,  1960. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

(FJl.  Doc.  60-9879;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 

8:46  am.] 


[Docket  No.  E-6961] 

SIERRA  PACIFIC  POWER  CO. 
Notice  of  Application 

October  14, 1960. 

Take  notice  that  on  October  7,  1960, 
an  application  was  filed  with  the  Federal 
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Power  Commission  pursuant  to  section 
204  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  by  Sierra 
Pacific  Power  Company,  (“Applicant”), 
a  corporation  organized  under  the  laws 
of  the  State  of  Maine  and  doing  business 
in  the  States  of  California  and  Nevada 
with  its  principal  business  office  at  Reno, 
Nevada,  seeking  an  order  authorizing  the 
issuance  of  Unsecured  Promissory  Notes 
payable  to  such  bank  or  banks  from 
which  Applicant  may  borrow  funds  up 
to  but  not  exceeding  $6,000,000  face 
amount  at  any  one  time  outstanding. 
Said  notes  will  be  issued  for  periods  not 
exceeding  twelve  months  from  the  time 
of  original  issue  or  renewal  thereof  as 
the  case  may  be.  Such  notes  issued 
either  originally  or  upon  renewal  from 
time  to  time  will  have  maturity  dates 
not  later  than  June  30,  1962.  The 
aforesaid  notes  will  bear  interest  at  a 
rate  per  annum  not  in  excess  of  one 
quarter  of  one  percent  over  the  prime 
rate  in  effect  in  New  York  City  at  the 
time  of  the  borrowing  or  the  renewal  or 


extension  of  the  loans  as  the  case  may 
be.  Applicant  states  that  the  proceeds 
from  the  issuance  and  sale  of  the  afore¬ 
said  notes  will  be  used  for  the  purpose 
of  reimbursing  Applicant  for  construc¬ 
tion,  expenditures  heretofore  made,  and 
together  with  other  cash  from  opera¬ 
tions,  to  carry  out  the  construction  pro¬ 
gram  in  progress  and  contemplated  for 
1960  and  1961. 

Any  person  desiring  to  be  heard  or  to 
make  any  protests  with  reference  to  said 
application  should  on  or  before  the  7th 
day  of  November  1960,  file  with  the 
Federal  Power  Commission,  Washington 
25,  D.C.,  petitions  or  protests  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Com¬ 
mission's  rules  of  practice  and  procedure 
(18  CFR  1.8  or  1.10).  The  application 
is  on  file  and  available  for  public 
inspection. 

Joseph  H.  Gutride, 
Secretary. 

[F.R.  Doc.  60-9880;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 

8:47  a.m.] 


[Docket  Nos.  RI61-119— RI61-123] 

SUNRAY  MID-CONTINENT  OIL  CO. 
ET  AL. 

Order  Providing  for  Hearing  on  and 
Suspension  of  Proposed  Changes 
in  Rates  1 

October  14,  1960. 

Sunray  Mid-Continent  Oil  Company, 
Docket  No.  RI61-119;  Benedum -Trees 
Oil  Company,  et  al..  Docket  No.  RI61- 
120j  Tekoil  Corporation  (Operator)  et 
al.,  Docket  No.  RI61-121;  Sun  Oil  Com¬ 
pany,  Docket  No.  RI61-122;  Christie, 
Mitchell  &  Mitchell  Company,  Docket  No. 
RI61-123. 

The  above-named  Respondents  have 
tendered  for  filing  proposed  changes  in 
presently  effective  rate  schedules  for 
sales  of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Commission.  All  of  the 
sales  are  made  at  a  pressure  base  of  14.65 
psia.  The  proposed  changes  are  desig¬ 
nated  as  follows: 


Rate 

Supple- 

Amount 

Date 

Effective 
date  1 

Date 

Cents  per  Mcf 

Rate  in 
effect  sub- 

Pocket 

No. 

Respondent 

# 

sched¬ 

ule 

No. 

ment 

No. 

Purchaser  and  producing  area 

of  annual 
increase 

filing 

tendered 

unless 

sus¬ 

pended 

sus¬ 

pended 

until— 

Rate  in 
effect 

Proposed 

increased 

rate 

ject  to 
refund  in 

Docket 

Nos.  I 

• 

RI61-119... 

Sunray  Mid-Con¬ 
tinent  Oil  Co. 

152 

5 

Northern  Natural  Gas  Co.  (Beaver 
Co.,  Okla.  &  Ochiltree  Co.,  Texas). 

$12, 2S1 

9-14-00 

10-15-60 

3-15-61 

15.5 

16.5 

> 

RI61-119... 

Sunray  Mid-Con¬ 
tinent  Oil  Co. 

112 

1 

Kansas  Colorado  Utilities,  Inc.  (Ilugo- 
ton  Fid.,  Keamy  Co.,  Kansas). 

1G2 

9-15-60 

11-18-60 

4-18-61 

12.0 

13.0 

RI61-120... 

Benedum-Trees  Oil 

Co.  et  al. 

10 

4 

Texas  Eastern  Trans.  Corp.  (Delete 
Charco  Fid.,  Brooks  Co.,  Texas). 

555 

9-10-60 

11-  1-60 

4-  1-61 

14.8 

15.0 

G-19821 

RI61-121... 

Tekoil  Corp.  (Oper¬ 
ator)  et  al. 

2 

2 

Cities  Service  Gas  Co.  (Eureka  Fid., 
Grant  Co.,  Okla). 

888 

9-16-60 

10-17-60 

3-17-61 

12.0 

13.0 

RI61-122... 

Sun  Oil  Company . 

23 

12 

Texas  Eastern  Trans.  Corp-  (Carthage 
Fid.,  Panola  Co.,  Texas). 

1,055 

9-16-60 

11-  1-60 

4-  1-61 

14.8 

15.0 

G-19774 

RI61-123... 

Christie,  Mitchell  & 
Mitchell  Co. 

7 

6 

Tennessee  Gas  Trans.  Co.  (La  Sal 
Vieja  Fid.,  Willacy  Co.,  Texas). 

7,057 

9-16-60 

10-17-60 

3-17-61 

15.  0952 

17. 24347 

G-20001 

>  The  stated  effective  dates  are  the  first  day  after  the  required  30  days,  notice  or,  if  later,  the  date  requested  by  Respondent. 


In  support  of  its  proposed  renegotiated 
rate  increase,  Sunray  Mid-Continent  Oil 
Company  (Sunray)  states  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  price  is  in  line  with  the  market 
value  of  gas  at  the  point  of  delivery  and 
with  the  field  prices  being  paid  for  gas 
in  the  same  general  area ;  and  consider¬ 
ing  the  comparative  heating  values  of  gas 
and  crude  oil,  the  current  market  value 
of  gas  should  be  in  excess  of  40  cents 
per  Mcf. 

In  support  of  its  proposed  periodic  rate 
increase,  Sunray  states  that  the  contract 
was  negotiated  at  arm’s  length;  the 
periodic  and  other  pricing  clauses  are  a 
necessary  part  of  a  long-term  contract 
in  order  to  assure  the  seller  a  price  that 
approximates  the  current  market  value 
of  gas ;  the  proposed  rate  is  in  line  with 
and  not  greater  than  the  market  value 
of  gas  at  the  point  of  delivery;  and  gas 
is  underpriced  in  relation  to  oil. 

Benedum-Trees  Oil  Company  (Bene- 
dum-Trees)  states  that  its  proposed  pe¬ 
riodic  price  increases  were  negotiated  at 
arm’s  length  and  are  reasonable  con¬ 
siderations  to  the  seller  for  committing 
reserves  to  the  20-year  term  of  the  con¬ 
tract;  the  proposed  rate  does  not  exceed 
the  fair  market  value  of  gas  in  the  area ; 
and  the  cost  of  doing  business  has  been 
increasing. 

Tekoil  Corporation  (Operator)  et  al. 
(Tekoil)  in  support  of  its  proposed  pe¬ 
riodic  rate  increase  states  that  costs  of 


exploration  and  production  have  risen 
substantially  since  the  contract  was  ex¬ 
ecuted  and  the  proposed  price  is  no  more 
than  needed  to  encourage  exploration 
and  development. 

In  support  of  its  proposed  favored - 
nation  rate  increase  Christie,  Mitchell  & 
Mitchell  Company  (Christie,  Mitchell) 
states  that  the  contractual  provisions 
were  entered  into  after  arms-length 
dealings;  the  proposed  rate  is  the  actual 
market  price  of  comparable  gas  in  the 
area;  and  such  rate  is  just,  fair  and  rea¬ 
sonable. 

The  increased  rates  and  charges  so 
proposed  may  be  unjust,  unreasonable, 
unduly  discriminatory,  or  preferential,  or 
otherwise  unlawful. 

The  Commission  finds:  It  is  necessary 
and  proper  in  the  public  interest  and  to 
aid  in  the  enforcement  of  the  provisions 
of  the  Natural  Gas  Act  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  enter  upon  hearings  concerning  the 
lawfulness  of  the  several  proposed 
changes  and  that  the  above-designated 
supplements  be  suspended  and  the  use 
thereof  deferred  as  hereinafter  ordered. 

The  Commission  orders : 

(A)  Pursuant  to  the  authority  of  the 
Natural  Gas  Act,  particularly  sections  4 
and  15  thereof,  the  Commission’s  rules  of 
practice  and  procedure,  and  the  regula¬ 
tions  under  the  Natural  Gas  Act  (18  CFR 
Ch.  I) ,  public  hearings  shall  be  held  upon 
dates  to  be  fixed  by  notices  from  the 
Secretary  concerning  the  lawfulness  of 


the  several  proposed  increased  rates  and 
charges  contained  in  the  above-desig¬ 
nated  supplements. 

(B)  Pending  hearings  and  decisions 
thereon,  each  of  the  above-designated 
supplements  is  hereby  suspended  and  the 
use  thereof  deferred  until  the  date  indi¬ 
cated  in  the  above  “Rate  Suspended 
Until”  column,  and  thereafter  until  such 
further  time  as  it  is  made  effective  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  the  Natural  Gas 
Act. 

(C)  Neither  the  supplements  hereby 
suspended,  nor  the  rate  schedules  sought 
to  be  altered  thereby,  shall  be  changed 
until  these  proceedings  have  been  dis¬ 
posed  of  or  until  the  periods  of  suspen¬ 
sion  have  expired,  unless  otherwise 
ordered  by  the  Commission. 

(D)  Notices  of  intervention  or  peti¬ 
tions  to  intervene  may  be  filed  with  the 
Federal  Power  Commission,  Washington 
25,  D.C.,  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of 
practice  and  procedure  (18  CFR  1.8  and 
1.37(f) )  on  or  before  November  28,  1960. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.R.  Doc.  60-9881;  Filed.  Oct.  20,  1960; 

8:47  ajn.] 


1  This  order  does  not  provide  for  the  con¬ 
solidation  for  hearing  or  disposition  of  the 
several  matters  covered  herein,  nor  should  it 
be  so  construed. 
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NOTICES 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Office  of  the  Secretary 
NORTH  CAROLINA 

Designation  of  Area  for  Production 
Emergency  Loans 

For  the  purpose  of  making  production 
emergency  loans  pursuant  to  section 
2(a)  of  Public  Law  38,  81st  Congress 
(12  U.S.C.  1148a-2(a) ),  as  amended,  It 
has  been  determined  that  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  counties  in  the  State  of  North  Caro¬ 
lina  a  production  disaster  has  caused  a 
need  for  agricultural  credit  not  readily 
available  from  commercial  banks,  co¬ 
operative  lending  agencies,  or  other 
responsible  sources. 

North  Carolina 


Beaufort. 

Hyde. 

Bertie. 

Jones. 

Bladen. 

Lenoir. 

Brunswick. 

Martin. 

Camden. 

New  Hanover. 

Carteret. 

.  Onslow. 

Chowan. 

Pamlico. 

Columbus. 

Pasquotank. 

Craven. 

Pender. 

Currituck. 

Perquimans. 

Dare. 

Pitt. 

Duplin. 

Sampson. 

Edgecombe. 

TyrreU. 

Gates. 

Washington. 

Greene. 

Wayne. 

Hertford. 

.  ,  t 

Pursuant 

to  the  authority  set  forth 

above,  production  emergency  loans  will 
not  be  made  in  the,above-named  counties 
after  June  30,  1961,  except  to  applicants 
who  previously  received  such  assistance 
and  who  can  qualify  under  established 
policies  and  procedures. 

Done  at  Washington,  D.C.,  this  17th 
day  of  October  1960. 

True  D.  Morse, 
Acting  Secretary. 

(PJL  Doc.  60-0899;  Piled,  Oct.  20.  1960; 

8:49  am.] 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDU¬ 
CATION,  AND  WELFARE 

Public  Health  Service 
ORGANIZATION  AND  FUNCTIONS 

Amendment  of  Statement  of 
Delegations  of  Authority 

The  Statement  of  Organization  and 
Functions  of  the  Public  Health  Service 
(23  F.R.  4039.  as  amended)  is  hereby 
further  amended  to  include  the  following 
additional  delegation  made  by  the  Sur¬ 
geon  General: 

Add  at  the  end  of  subsection  109(w), 
the  following  new  subsection  (x) : 

(x)  The  Chief,  Division  of  General 
Health  Services,  Bureau  of  State  Serv¬ 
ices,  is  authorized  to  make  project  grants 
to  schools  of  public  health,  and  to  those 
schools  of  nursing  or  engineering  which 
provide  graduate  or  specialized  training 
in  public  health  for  nurses  or  engineers, 
for  the  purpose  of  strengthening  or  ex¬ 
panding  graduate  public  health  training 


in  such  schools,  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  section  309  of  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act,  as  amended. 

[seal]  Paul  A.  Caulk, 

Executive  Officer. 
Public  Health  Service. 

[FA.  Doc.  60-9911;  Filed.  Oct.  20,  I960; 
8:51  am.] 


ATOMIC  ENERGY  COMMISSION 

[Docket  No.  50-10] 

COMMONWEALTH  EDISON  CO. 

Notice  of  Issuance  of  Amended 
Facility  License 

Please  take  notice  that  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission,  by  an  order  of  the 
Presiding  Officer  dated  October  11,  1960, 
has  amended  License  No.  DPR-2  issued 
to  Commonwealth  Edison  Company, 
Chicago,  Illinois.  The  amended  license 
authorizes  Commonwealth  Edison  to 
operate  its  Dresden  reactor  at  power 
levels  up  to,  but  not  in  excess  of,  630 
megawatts  (thermal).  License  DPR^-2, 
as  amended,  is  effective  as  of  the  date 
given  below  and  shall  expire  on  May  4, 
1996. 

Dated  at  Germantown,  Md.,  this  14th 
day  of  October  1960. 

For  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission. 

H.  L  Price, 
Director.  Division  of 
Licensing  and  Regulation. 

[PA.  Doc.  60-9865;  Filed.  Oct.  20.  I960; 

8:45  am.] 

SECURITIES  AND  EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 

[File  No.  2-14511  (22-2464)  ] 

AMERICAN  ART  METALS  CO. 

Notice  of  Application  and  Opportunity 
for  Hearing 

October  14,  1960. 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  American 
Art  Metals  Company  (Company)  has 
filed  an  application  under  clause  (ii)  of 
section  310(b)  (1)  of  the  Trust  Indenture 
Act  of  1939  for  a  finding  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  that  trusteeship  of  Citizens  &  South¬ 
ern  National  Bank  (C&S  Bank)  under 
an  indenture  dated  as  of  December  1, 
1958  (1958  Indenture),  which  was  here¬ 
tofore  qualified  under  the  Act,  and  trus¬ 
teeship  by  C&S  Bank  under  a  proposed 
indenture  to  be  dated  as  of  September  1, 
1960  (1960  Indenture),  not  to  be  quali¬ 
fied  under  the  Act,  is  not  so  likely  to  in¬ 
volve  a  material  conflict  of  interest  as  to 
make  it  necessary  in  the  public  interest 
or  for  the  protection  of  investors  to  dis¬ 
qualify  said  Trustee  from  acting  as  such 
under  the  1958  Indenture  and  the  1960 
Indenture. 

Section  310(b)  of  the  Act,  which  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  section  9.12  of  the  1958  Inden¬ 
ture.  provides  in  part  that  if  an  indenture 
trustee  under  an  indenture  qualified  un¬ 
der  the  Act  has  or  shall  acquire  any 


conflicting  interest  (as  defined  in  the 
section),  it  shall,  within  ninety  days 
after  ascertaining  that  it  has  such  con¬ 
flicting  interest,  either  eliminate  such 
conflicting  interest  or  resign.  Subsec¬ 
tion  (1)  of  this  section  provides,  with 
certain  exceptions  stated  therein,  that  a 
trustee  is  deemed  to  have  a  conflicting 
interest  if  it  is  acting  as  trustee  under 
a  qualified  indenture  of  an  issuer  and 
becomes  trustee  under  another  indenture 
of  the  same  issuer.  However,  pursuant 
to  clause  (ii)  of  subsection  (1) ,  an  issuer 
may  sustain  the  burden  of  proving,  on 
application  to  the  Commission  and  after 
opportunity  for  hearing  thereon,  that 
trusteeship  under  a  qualified  indenture 
and  another  indenture  is  not  so  likely  to 
involve  a  material  conflict  of  interest  as 
to  make  it  necessary  in  the  public  inter¬ 
est  or  for  the  protection  of  investors  to 
disqualify  such  trustee  from  acting  as 
trustee  under  one  of  such  indentures. 

The  Company  alleges  that: 

1.  It  proposes  to  issue  $500,000  aggre¬ 
gate  principal  amount  of  6  percent  Con¬ 
vertible  Subordinated  Debentures  due  in 
1970  under  the  1960  Indenture  under 
which  C&S  Bank  is  named  indenture 
trustee,  and  to  sell  the  new  debentures 
to  a  limited  number  of  purchasers  such 
as  banks,  insurance  companies,  pension 
funds  and  other  institutional  or  profes¬ 
sional  type  investors,  which  will  pur¬ 
chase  the  debentures  for  investment  and 
not  with  a  view  to  distribution,  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  which  the  securities  will  be  ex¬ 
empt  from  the  registration  requirements 
of  the  Securities  Act  of  1933  and  the 
1960  Indenture  will  be  exempt  from  qual¬ 
ification  under  the  Trust  Indenture  Act 
of  1939; 

2.  The  Company  has  outstanding 
$1,250,000  principal  amount  of  6  percent 
Convertible  Subordinated  Debentures 
due  December  1,  1968,  issued  under  the 
1958  Indenture  dated  as  of  December  1, 
1958,  under  which  C&S  Bank  is  Trustee; 

3.  Debentures  issued  under  the  1958 
Indenture  were  registered  under  the  Se¬ 
curities  Act  of  1933  and  the  1958  Inden¬ 
ture  was  qualified  under  the  Trust  In¬ 
denture  Act  of  1939; 

4.  The  1958  Indenture  and  the  1960 
Indenture  are  wholly  unsecured; 

5.  Except  as  to  differences  as  to 
amounts,  dates,  interest  rates,  redemp¬ 
tion  prices  and  other  procedural  differ¬ 
ences.  most  of  the  provisions  of  the  two 
indentures  are  substantially  alike; 

6.  The  1960  Indenture  contains  provi¬ 
sions  conforming  to  the  requirements  of 
the  Trust  Indenture  Act  of  1939 ; 

7.  The  Company  is  not  in  default  un¬ 
der  the  1958  Indenture; 

8.  The  differences  between  the  1958 
Indenture  and  the  1960  Indenture  are 
not  likely  to  involve  a  conflict  of  inter¬ 
est  in  the  trusteeship. 

For  a  more  detailed  statement  of  the 
matters  of  fact  and  law  asserted,  all  per¬ 
sons  are  referred  to  said  application 
which  is  on  file  in  the  offices  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  at  425  Second  Street,  NW., 
Washington,  D.C. 

Notice  is  further  given  that  an  order 
granting  the  application  may  be  issued 
by  the  Commission  at  any  time  after 
October  31,  1960,  unless  prior  thereto  a 
hearing  upon  the  application  is  ordered 
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by  the  Commission,  as  provided  in  clause 
(ii)  of  section  310(b)  (1)  of  the  Trust  In¬ 
denture  Act  of  1939.  Any  interested  per¬ 
son  may,  not  later  than  October  29,  i960, 
in  writing,  submit  to  the  Commission  his 
views  or  any  additional  facts  bearing 
upon  this  application  or  the  desirability 
of  a  hearing  thereon.  Any  such  com¬ 
munication  or  request  should  be  ad¬ 
dressed:  Secretary,  Securities  and  Ex¬ 
change  Commission,  425  Second  Street, 
NW.,  Washington  25,  D.C.,  and  should 
state  briefly  the  nature  of  the  interest  of 
the  person  submitting  such  information 
or  requesting  a  hearing,  the  reasons  for 
such  request,  and  the  issues  of  fact  and 
law  raised  by  the  application  which  he 
desires  to  controvert. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal!  Orval  L.  Dubois, 

\  •  Secretary. 

[PR.  Doc.  60-9892;  Piled,  Oct.  20,  1960; 

8:48  a.m.] 


[Pile  No.  812-1347J 

BROAD  STREET  INVESTING  CORP. 

Notice  of  Filing  of  Application 

October  17, 1960. 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  Broad 
Street  Investing  Corporation  (“Broad 
Street”),  a  registered  open-end  invest¬ 
ment  company,  has  filed  an  application 
pursuant  to  section  6(c)  of  the  Invest¬ 
ment  Company  Act  of  1940  (“Act”)  for 
an  order  of  the  Commission  exempting 
from  the  provisions  of  section  22(d)  of 
the  Act  the  proposed  issuance  of  its 
shares  at  net  asset  value  for  substantially 
all  of  the  cash  and  securities  of  Hall  In¬ 
vestment  Company  (“Hall”)  on  the  bases 
set  forth  below. 

Shares  of  Broad  Street,  a  Maryland 
Corporation,  are  offered  to  the  public  on 
a  continuous  basis  at  net  asset  value  plus 
varying  sales  charges  depending  upon 
the  amount  purchased.  As  of  Septem¬ 
ber  28,  1960,  the  net  assets  of  Broad 
Street  amounted  to  $188,092,277. 

Hall,  a  Michigan  corporation  organized 
on  December  2,  1946,  is  an  investment 
company  having  seven  stockholders,  with 
seven  other  persons  having  beneficial  in¬ 
terests  in  its  stock.  It  is  exempt  from 
registration  under  the  Act  by  reason  of 
the  provisions  of  section  3(c)  (1)  thereof. 
Pursuant  to  an  agreement  between  Broad 
Street  and  Hall,  substantially  all  of  the 
cash  and  securities  owned  by  Hall,  with 
a  value  of  approximately  $1,028,597  as 
of  September  28, 1960,  will  be  transferred 
to  Broad  Street  in  exchange  for  shares  of 
the  latter’s  capital  stock.  The  shares 
acquired  by  Hall  are  to  be  distributed  to 
its  shareholders,  who  intend  to  take  such 
shares  for  investment  with  no  present 
intention  of  distribution  or  redemption. 
The  number  of  shares  of  Broad  Street  to 
be  delivered  to  Hall  will  be  determined 
by  dividing  the  net  asset  value  per  share 
of  Broad  Street  in  effect  at  the  closing 
time  into  the  value  of  the  Hall  assets 
(with  certain  adjustments  as  set  forth 
below)  to  be  exchanged. 

The  value  of  Hall’s  assets  will  be  deter¬ 
mined  in  substantially  the  same  manner 
as  used  for  calculating  net  asset  value 
No.  206 - 4 


for  the  purpose  of  issuance  of  Broad 
Street’s  shares.  Since  the  exchange  will 
be  tax  free  for  Hall  and  its  shareholders. 
Broad  Street’s  cost  basis  for  tax  pur¬ 
poses  on  the  assets  acquired  from  Hall 
will  be  the  same  as  for  Hall,  rather  than 
the  price  actually  paid  by  Broad  Street 
for  the  assets. 

Of  the  assets  to  be  acquired  from  Hall, 
Broad  Street  intends  to  retain  in  its 
portfolio  subject  to  changes  in  invest¬ 
ment  conditions  and  considerations, 
securities  having  a  value  of  $462,501  as 
of  September  28,  1960.  Of  this  amount, 
$261,671,  or  aproximately  56.6  percent 
represented  net  unrealized  appreciation 
as  compared  to  net  unrealized  apprecia¬ 
tion  on  Broad  Street’s  portfolio  securities 
of  $40,766,001,  or  approximately  21.7  per¬ 
cent  of  their  value  on  the  same  date. 
The  realized  but  undistributed  long-term 
capital  gain  of  Broad  Street  on  the  same 
date  amount  to  $3,000,000  or  approxi¬ 
mately  1.6  percent  of  its  assets. 

Approximately  $464,459  of  the  securi¬ 
ties  acquired  from  Hall  will  be  sold  by 
Broad  Street.  The  net  unrealized  ap¬ 
preciation  on  such  securities  as  of  Sep¬ 
tember  28,  1960  amount  to  $224,476. 
Since  Broad  Street  will  acquire  these 
securities  at  a  tax-cost  basis  less  than 
the  price  actually  paid  therefor,  their 
sale  after  acquisition  will  result  in  arti¬ 
ficial  capital  gains  and  consequent  tax 
liability  thereon  to  the  present  share¬ 
holders  of  Broad  Street.  In  respect  of 
the  securities  of  Hall  that  Broad  Street 
presently  intends  to  sell  on  acquisition 
and  the  resulting  artificial  capital  gain 
thereon,  there  shall  be  subtracted  from 
Hall  assets  an  amount  equal  to  12%  per¬ 
cent  of  the  difference  between  net  un¬ 
realized  taxable  capital  gain  on  said 
securities  and  the  portion  of  the  realized 
but  undistributed  taxable  long-term  cap¬ 
ital  gain  of  Broad  Street  allocable  to  the 
aggregate  shares  of  Broad  Street  to  be 
issued  to  Hall.  In  respect  of  the  securi¬ 
ties  of  Hall  that  Broad  Street  presently 
intends  to  hold  following  acquisition, 
there  shall  be  subtracted  from  Hall 
assets  an  amount  equal  to  12%  percent 
of  the  difference  between  net  unrealized 
taxable  capital  gain  on  said  securities 
and  the  portion  of  the  Broad  Street 
unrealized  appreciation  applicable  to  the 
aggregate  shares  of  Broad  Street  to  be 
issued  to  Hall  determined  on  a  pro 
forma  basis.  The  adjustment  is  intended 
to  offset  the  adverse  impact  on  Broad 
Street’s  investors  of  a  possible  capital 
gains  tax  on  artificial  gains  should  Broad 
Street  hereafter  sell  the  securities  being 
acquired. 

If  the  valuation  under  the  agreement 
had  taken  place  on  September  28,  1960, 
Hall  would  have  received  86,470  shares  of 
the  Broad  Street  stock. 

Applicant  points  out  that  the  proposed 
acquisition  is  in  the  best  interests  of  its 
shareholders  because  the  resulting  in¬ 
crease  in  its  assets  will  tend  to  reduce 
per  share  expenses,  since  it  is  furnished 
investment  research  and  administrative 
facilities  and  services  at  cost. 

The  application  recites  that  the  terms 
of  the  entire  transaction  were  arrived  at 
through  arm’s-length  bargaining  be¬ 
tween  Broad  Street  and  Hall.  The  appli¬ 
cation  further  states  that  there  is  no 


affiliation  or  relationship  of  any  kind 
between  the  officers  and  directors  of 
Broad  Street  and  the  officers,  directors, 
and  stockholders  of  Hall. 

Section  22(d)  of  the  Act  provides,  in 
pertinent  part,  that  no  registered  invest¬ 
ment  company  shall  sell  any  redeemable 
security  issued  by  it  to  any  person  except 
at  a  current  offering-  price  described  in 
the  prospectus,  with  certain  exceptions 
not  applicable  here.  Under  the  terms  of 
the  Agreement,  however,  the  shares  of 
Broad  Street  are  to  be  issued  to  Hall 
at  a  price  other  than  the  public  offering 
price  stated  in  the  prospectus,  which 
lists  a  sales  charge  of  2.22  percent  for 
sales  of  $250,000  or  over. 

Section  6(c)  of  the  Act  authorizes  the 
Commission  by  order  upon  application  to 
exempt,  conditionally  or  unconditionally, 
any  transaction  from  any  provision  of 
the  Act  or  of  any  rule  or  regulation 
thereunder,  if  and  to  the  extent  that  the 
Commission  finds  that  such  exemption 
is  necessary  or  appropriate  in  the  public 
interest  and  consistent  with  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  investors  and  the  purposes  fairly 
intended  by  the  policy  and  provisions  of 
the  Act. 

Notice  is  further  given  that  any 
interested  person  may,  not  later  than 
October  31,  1960,  at  5:30  p.m.,  submit  to 
the  Commission  in  writing  a  request  for 
a  hearing  on  the  matter  accompanied  by 
a  statement  as  to  the  nature  of  his 
interest,  the  reason  for  such  request  and 
the  issues  of  fact  or  law  proposed  to  be 
controverted,  or  he  may  request  that  he 
be  notified  if  the  Commission  should 
order  a  hearing  thereon.  Any  such 
communication  should  be  addressed: 
Secretary,  Securities  and  Exchange 
Commission,  Washington  25  D.C.  At 
any  time  after  said  date,  as  provided  by 
Rule  0-5  of  the  rules  and  regulations 
promulgated  under  the  Act,  an  order 
disposing  of  the  application  herein  may 
be  issued  by  the  Commission  upon  the 
basis  of  the  showing  contained  in  said 
application,  unless  an  order  for  hearing 
upon  said  application  shall  be  issued 
upon  request  or  upon  the  Commission’s 
own  motion. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Orval  L.  DuBois, 

Secretary. 

[F.R.  Doc.  60-9893;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 

8:48  ajn.] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

Office  of  the  Secretary 
CARL  W.  HASEK,  JR. 

Statement  of  Changes  in  Financial 
Interests 

In  accordance  with  the  requirements 
of  section  710(b)  (6)  of  the  Defense  Pro¬ 
duction  Act  of  1950,  as  amended,  and 
Executive  Order  10647  of  November  28, 
1955,  the  following  changes  have  taken 
place  in  my  financial  interests  as  re¬ 
ported  in  the  Federal  Register  during 
the  last  six  months. 

A.  Deletions:  No  change. 

B.  Additions:  No  change. 
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This  statement  is  made  as  of  October 
9.  1960. 

Carl  W.  Hasek,  Jr. 

October  9,  1960. 

[F.R.  Doc.  60-9900;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 
8:49  a.m.] 


ALFRED  S.  NALLE 

Report  of  Appointment  and  Statement 
of  Financial  Interests 

Report  of  appointment  and  statement 
of  financial  interests  required  by  section 
710(b)  (6)  of  the  Defense  Production  Act 
of  1950,  as  amended. 

Report  of  Appointment 

1.  Name  of  appointee:  Alfred  S.  Nalle. 

2.  Employing  agency:  Department  of 
Commerce,  Business  and  Defense  Serv¬ 
ices  Administration. 

3.  Date  of  appointment:  September  30, 
1960. 

4.  Title  of  position:  Asst.  Director  for 
Mobilization  Planning,  Forest  Products 
Division. 

5.  Name  of  private  employer:  West 
Virginia  Pulp  and  Paper  Co.,  230  Park 
Avenue,  New  York,  N.Y. 

Carlton  Hayward, 
Director  of  Personnel. 

September  6,  1960. 

Statement  of  Financial  Interests 

6.  Names  of  any  corporations  of  which 
the  appointee  is  an  officer  or  director  or 
within  60  days  preceding  appointment 
has  been  an  officer  or  director,  or  in 
which  the  appointee  owns  or  within  60 
days  preceding  appointment  has  owned 
any  stocks,  bonds,  or  other  financial  in¬ 
terests;  any  partnerships  in  which  the 
appointee  is,  or  within  60  days  preceding 
appointment  was,  a  partner;  and  any 
other  businesses  in  which  the  appointee 
owns,  or  within  60  days  preceding  ap¬ 
pointment  has  owned,  any  similar 
interest. 

Bank  deposits. 

West  Virginia  Pulp  and  Paper  Co. 

Alfred  S.  Nalle. 

October  11,  1960. 

IFJt.  Doc.  60-9901;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  1960; 

-  8:49  am.] 


THOMAS  R.  KOMLINE 

Report  of  Appointment  and  Statement 
of  Financial  Interests 

Report  of  appointment  and  statement 
of  financial  interests  required  by  section 
710(b)  (6)  of  the  Defense  Production  Act 
of  1950,  as  amended. 

Report  of  Appointment 

1.  Name  of  appointee:  Thomas  B. 
Komline. 

2.  Employing  agency:  Department  of 
Commerce,  Business  and  Defense  Serv¬ 
ices  Administration. 

3.  Date  of  appointment:  October  11, 
1960. 

4.  Title  of  position:  Asst.  Director  for 
Mobilization  Planning,  Water  &  Sewer¬ 
age  Industry  and  Utilities  Division. 


5.  Name  of  private  employer: 
Komline- Sanderson  Engineering  Corp., 
Peapack,  New  Jersey. 

Carlton  Hayward, 
Director  of  Personnel. 

July  19,  1960. 

Statement  of  Financial  Interests 

6.  Names  of  any  corporations  of  which 
the  appointee  is  an  officer  or  director  or 
within  60  days  preceding  appointment 
has  been  an  officer  or  director,  or  in 
which  the  appointee  owns  or  within  60 
days  preceding  appointment  has  owned 
any  stocks,  bonds,  or  other  financial 
interests;  any  partnerships  in  which  the 
appointee  is, 'or  within  60  days  preced¬ 
ing  appointment  was,  a  partner ;  and  any 
other  businesses  in  which  the  appointee 
owns,  or  within  60  days  preceding  ap¬ 
pointment  has  owned,  any  similar 
interest. 

Komllne-Sanderson  Engineering  Corporation, 

Peapack,  N.J. 

Somerset  Hills  National  Bank,  Bernardsvllle, 

NJ. 

Bank  deposits. 

Thomas  R.  Komline. 

October  11,  1960. 

[PR.  Doc.  60-9902;  Filed,  Oct.  20.  1960; 

8:49  a.m.] 

INTERSTATE  COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 

FOURTH  SECTION  APPLICATIONS 
FOR  RELIEF 

October  18,  1960. 

Protests  to  the  granting  of  an  appli¬ 
cation  must  be  prepared  in  accordance 
with  Rule  40  of  the  general  rules  of 
practice  (49  CFR  1.40)  and  filed  within 
15  days  from  the  date  of  publication  of 
this  notice  in  the  Federal  Register. 

Long -and -Short  Haul 

FSA  No.  36650':  Lumber — Kentucky, 
Tennessee,  and  North  Carolina,  to  the 
east .  Filed  by  O.  W.  South,  Jr.,  Agent 
(SFA  No.  A4029) ,  for  interested  rail 
carriers.  Rates  on  lumber  and  related 
articles,  in  carloads,  as  described  in  the 
application,  from  points  in  Kentucky, 
Tennessee,  and  North  Carolina,  to 
points  in  trunk-line  and  New  England 
territories. 

Grounds  for  relief:  Market  compe¬ 
tition. 

Tariff:  Supplement  227  to  Southern 
Freight  Association  tariff  I.C.C.  1214. 

FSA  No.  36651:  Sand — St.  Andrews 
and  Sewanee,  Tenn.,  to  Kansas  City,  Mo.- 
Kans.  Filed  by  O.  W.  South,  Jr.,  Agent 
(SFA  No.  A4030) ,  for  interested  rail  car¬ 
riers.  Rates  on  ground  and  pulverized 
silica  sand,  in  carloads,  from  St.  Andrews 
and  Sewanee,  Tenn.,  to  Kansas  City,  Mo.- 
Kans. 

Grounds  for  relief ;  Modified  short-line 
distance  formula. 

Tariff:  Supplement  30  to  Southern 
Freight  Association  tariff  I.C.C.  1634. 

FSA  No.  36652 :  TOFC  service — Paper . 
articles  from  Minnesota,  and  Wisconsin, 
to  the  southwest.  Filed  by  Southwestern 


Freight  Bureau,  Agent  (No.  B-7914) ,  for 
interested  rail  carriers.  Rates  on  paper 
and  paper  articles,  as  described  in  the 
application,  loaded  in  trailers  and  trans¬ 
ported  on  railroad  fiat  cars  from  speci¬ 
fied  points  in  Minnesota  and  Wisconsin 
to  points  in  southwestern  territory. 

Grounds  for  relief:  Motor-truck  Com- 
‘petition. 

.  Tariff:  Supplement  84  to  Southwestern 
Freight  Bureau  tariff  I.C.C.  4312. 

FSA  No.  36653:  Substituted  service — 
M&ST.L  and  Wab.  for  Buckingham  Ex¬ 
press,  Inc.,  et  al.  Filed  by  Middlewest 
Motor  Freight  Bureau,  Agent  (No.  283), 
for  interested  carriers.  Rates  on  prop¬ 
erty  loaded  in  trailers  and  transported  on 
railroad  fiat  cars  between  St.  Louis,  Mo., 
and  Minneapolis,  Minn.,  on  traffic  orig¬ 
inating  at  or  destined  to  such  points  or 
points  beyond  as  described  in  the  appli¬ 
cation. 

Grounds  for  relief :  Motor-truck  Com¬ 
petition. 

Tariff:  Supplement  145  to  Middlewest 
Motor  Freight  Bureau  tariff  MF-I.C.C. 
223. 

FSA  No.  36654:  Substituted  service — 
C&NW  for  McCoy  Truck  Lines,  Inc.,  (an 
Iowa  Corp.) ,  et  al.  Filed  by  Middlewest 
Motor  Freight  Bureau,  Agent  (No.  284), 
for  interested  carriers.  Rates  on  prop¬ 
erty  loaded  in  trailers  and  transported 
on  railroad  flat  cars  between  Chicago, 
Ill.,  on  the  one  hand,  and  Council 
Bluffs  and  Des  Moines,  Iowa,  on  the 
other,  on  traffic  originating  at  or  des¬ 
tined  to  such  points  or  points  beyond 
as  described  in  the  application. 

Grounds  for  relief :  Motor-truck  com¬ 
petition. 

Tariff :  Supplement  145  to  Middlewest 
Motor  Freight  Bureau  tariff  MF-I.C.C, 
223. 

FSA  No.  36655:  Substituted  service — 
IC  for  Strickland  Transportation  Co., 
Inc.  Filed  by  Middlewest  Motor  Freight 
Bureau,  Agent  (No.  285),  for  interested 
carriers.  Rates  on  property  loaded  in 
trailers  and  transported  on  railroad  flat 
cars  between  East  St.  Louis,  Ill.,  and 
New  Orleans,  La.,  on  traffic  originating 
at  or  destined  to  points  in  the  Chicago 
Commercial  Zone  Area,  Michigan,  In¬ 
diana,  Ohio  and  points  north  and/or 
east  thereof. 

Grounds  for  relief :  Motor-truck  com¬ 
petition. 

Tariff:  Supplement  145  to  Middlewest 
Motor  Freight  Bureau  tariff  MF-I.C.C. 
223. 

FSA  No.  36656:  Ethylene  glycol  from  ' 
and  to  Earl,  N.C.  Filed  by  Southwestern 
Freight  Bureau,  Agent  (No.  B-7916), 
for  interested  rail  carriers.  Rates  on 
ethylene  glycol,  in  tank-car  loads,  be¬ 
tween  Freeport,  Tex.,  and  Plaquemine, 
La.,  on  the  one  hand,  and  Earl,  N.C.,  on 
the  other. 

Grounds  for  relief:  Water- truck  com¬ 
petition. 

Tariff:  Supplement  86  to  Southwest¬ 
ern  Freight  Bureau  tariff  I.C.C.  4094. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Harold  D.  McCoy, 

Secretary. 

[Pit.  Doc.  60-9903;  Filed,  Oct.  20,  I960; 

8:49  a  on.] 
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[Notice  397] 

MOTOR  CARRIER  TRANSFER 
PROCEEDINGS 

October  18,  1960. 

Synopses  of  orders  entered  pursuant  to 
section  212(b)  of  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Act,  and  rules  and  regulations 
prescribed  thereunder  (49  CFR  Part 
179),  appear  below: 

As  provided  in  the  Commission’s 
special  rules  of  practice  any  interested 
person  may  file  a  petition  seeking  recon¬ 
sideration  of  the  following  numbered 
proceedings  within  20  days  from  the  date 
of  publication  of  this  notice.  Pursuant 


to  section  17(8)  of  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Act,  the  filing  of  such  a  petition 
will  postpone  the  effective  date  of  the 
order  in  that  proceeding  pending  its  dis¬ 
position.  The  matters  relied  upon  by 
petitioners  must  be  specified  in  their 
petitions  with  particularity. 

No.  MC-PC  63467.  By  order  of  Oc¬ 
tober  13,  1960,  the  Transfer  Board 
approved  the  transfer  to  Anco  Shipping 
Co.,  a  corporation.  Anchorage,  Alaska, 
of  a  portion  of  a  Certificate  in  No.  MC 
113573,  issued  September  30,  1953,  to 
Albert  M.  Herda,  doing  business  as 
Herda  Alaska  Truck  Lines,  St.  Paul, 
Minnesota,  and  acquired  by  transferor. 


which  authorizes  the  transportation  of 
general  commodities  except  those  of 
unusual  value.  Class  A  and  B  explosives, 
and  commodities  requiring  special 
equipment,  over  irregular  routes,  be¬ 
tween  Seattle,  Wash.,  on  the  one  hand, 
and,  on  the  other,  port  of  entry  on  the 
United  States-Canadian  boundary  line 
at  Blaine,  Wash.  Wallace  Aiken,  1215 
Norton  Building,  Seattle  4,  Wash.,  for 
applicants. 

[seal]  Harold  D.  McCoy, 

Secretary. 

[P.R.  Doc.  60-9904;  Plied,  Oct.  20,  1960; 

8:50  a.m.] 
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